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Center Foundation Inc. under a lease agreement between the County 
and the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation, Inc. which lease would 
include authority to the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc. to 
enter into license agreements with selected non-profit entities in a form 
prescribed by the County and approved as to form by County Counsel. 

 
PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) and allow for the implementation of the LAC+USC Wellness Center and 
Park/Fitness Zone Project Component (Wellness Center) through a lease agreement 
between the County and the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc.  
 
Background 
 
In October 2010, the Board found that programs and services provided by nonprofit 
entities to the patients at LAC+USC Medical Center and the local community serve a 
public purpose, which benefits the County and its residents.  Partially unused space 
located on the first and second floor of the LAC+USC Medical Center – General 
Hospital building could be utilized by community-based non-profit entities to increase 
access to healthcare, community and social services.  Further, the Board delegated 
authority to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute gratis license agreements with 
the non-profit groups.   
 
In September 2012, the Board delegated authority to the CEO to negotiate and enter 
into an arrangement such as a lease agreement or such other document with Amigos 
de los Rios and/or the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc. for implementation 
and operation of the Wellness Center; and to secure the grant funding for the 
development of the Wellness Center Park/Fitness zone. 
 
It is recommended that the Board approve the enclosed MND and the Wellness Center 
Project Component.  The MND analyzes the anticipated environmental impacts related 
to the proposed for the LAC+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab Project 
(Project) which consists of two components:  the LAC+USC Wellness Center and 
Park/Fitness Zone Component; and the Medical Incubator Lab Component.  
 
Proposed Project Components 
 
Wellness Center and Wellness Center Park/Fitness Zone Component 
 
The new Wellness Center is envisioned as a consortium of non-profit organizations 
housed in the first level of the LAC+USC Medical Center-General Hospital, dedicated to 
health advocacy and education in the Boyle Heights District of Los Angeles.  The 
County will enter into a lease agreement with the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation 
Inc. for the first floor of the LAC+USC Medical Center – General Hospital to provide for 
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capital improvements and operations of the Wellness Center and Park/Fitness Zone 
Component.  The LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc. will enter into license 
agreements with each non-profit entity in a form approved by the County that will allow 
for gratis usage of building space to provide healthcare, community and social services 
programs to the LAC+USC Medical Center patients and surrounding community.  
  
The proposed Wellness Center Component would occupy approximately 40,000 square 
feet of currently vacant space on the first level of the LAC+USC Medical Center-General 
Hospital building, a large portion of the southwest quadrant of level one, as well as one 
outbuilding at the Southwest Corner of the site along State Street Plaza.  The area 
intended to be remodeled to house the Wellness Center most recently housed the 
pharmacy and private office suites, intensive care, psychiatric, physical emergency 
services, and private office suite functions prior to the decommissioning of the General 
Hospital building, the Doctor’s Dining Room, and Discharge Unit functions.  The 
outbuilding currently houses administrative office space and storage functions that will 
be relocated to another part of General Hospital. 
 
The conceptual plan for the Wellness Center Component at level one would be to 
create a dedicated lobby in the old Pharmacy space adjacent to the historic lobby space 
as well as a series of 19 Office Suites and seven Shared Conference 
Rooms/Multi‐Purpose spaces to serve its member groups in space currently fed by 
extant circulation. It is estimated that the Wellness Center would employ a maximum of 
30 employees. 
 
The area adjacent to General Hospital will provide a park and fitness area with 
complementary recreation amenities to the Wellness Center, developed to optimize 
public health benefits, recreational value, and quality of life for residents of the 
community. Specifically, the proposed Wellness Center Park and Fitness Zone would 
retrofit approximately two acres of space located at the base and on the terrace levels 
of the General Hospital building and open space located around the base of the former 
hospital. 
 
The Wellness Center Park/Fitness Zone would include the following amenities:  
playground equipment appropriate for children of all ages; a fitness trail designed to 
accommodate adults and children; a splash pad or water feature; shaded seating areas; 
a healing garden with “mommy and me” exercise stations; habitat and healthy eating 
demonstration gardens; outdoor WiFi study area; minor sports practice amenities; and 
interpretive elements and public art. The Wellness Center Park/Fitness Zone would be 
landscaped with native and medicinal plants irrigated with low impact development (LID) 
water harvesting, and would be lit by LED and solar lighting. Also, the existing bus 
shelter on the lower State Street level courtyard is planned to be replaced with a 
structure that is more appropriate to the historic building. 
 
The proposed Wellness Center Component would result in a general reconfiguration of 
space behind the terrazzo wainscot clad circulation corridors cited as historically 
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significant in the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital, Reuse and Protective 
Storage Plan and will adhere to the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties.   
 
The proposed Wellness Center and Park/Fitness Zone Component will be implemented 
through a lease agreement with the LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc., as 
previously approved by the Board in September 2012. 
 
Medical Incubator Lab Component 
 
The proposed Medical Incubator Lab Component (Incubator Lab) would occupy 
approximately 20,000‐25,000 square feet of currently vacant space on the second level 
southwest quadrant of the LAC+USC Medical Center-General Hospital building. The 
area intended to be remodeled to house a new incubator lab comprises five distinct 
spaces which most recently served various laboratory functions prior to the 
decommissioning of the General Hospital building. It is estimated that the Incubator Lab 
would employ a maximum of 28 employees (four employees plus 12 start-ups with two 
employees each). The conceptual plan for the incubator lab reduces the five previous 
labs spaces down to two modern labs and two office support spaces.  The proposed 
Incubator Lab Component scope of work is required to comply with the LAC+USC 
Medical Center-General Hospital, Reuse and Protective Storage Plan and will adhere to 
the Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.   
 
The proposed Incubator Lab Component scope of work continues to be refined 
comparing the proposed incubator lab program to available second floor space and 
historic fabric impacts.  Should another space be identified on the LAC+USC Medical 
Center Campus as a better fit for the proposed incubator lab program, we will return to 
the Board to request approval of a separate environmental document, total estimated 
project budget, and implementation of the Incubator Lab Component.  This project 
component may involve other office uses instead of the Incubator Lab that would 
employ approximately the same number of people as the Incubator Lab. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING 
 
There is no fiscal impact to adopt the environmental documents. 
 
The proposed Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab Project Components are 
funded by First Supervisorial District net County cost.  The proposed Wellness Center 
Park/Fitness Zone will be funded by grants from the State and Regional Park and Open 
Space District.  
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FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
County Counsel will review and approve as to form both the lease agreement with the 
LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc. and the license agreement between the 
LAC+USC Medical Center Foundation Inc. and the non-profit entities. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION 
 
The environmental documentation was completed by the Community Development 
Commission on behalf of the County.  An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed 
Project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Initial 
Study identified three potentially significant effects of the project in the areas of 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Hazards & Hazardous Materials. Prior to 
the release of the proposed MND and Initial Study for public review, revisions in the 
project were made or agreed to which would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a 
point where clearly no significant effects would occur, as follows:  
 
Biological Resources: Because this Project includes removal of some mature trees on 
the site, nesting bird surveys are required before trimming or removal of trees, to 
determine if any active bird nests are present.  If any active nests are found, the nest 
areas shall be avoided until the nests have been vacated.  This must be done in 
consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Cultural Resources: Because this property has been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places, and the Project would result in significant 
alterations to the building’s interior, a mitigation program must be implemented 
emphasizing design, interpretive and documentation measures (as detailed in the Initial 
Study) to reduce impacts to this historic and architectural resource.  Any proposed 
alterations will adhere to the Secretary of Interior Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties. 
 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials: It is likely that the building contains lead and asbestos 
in parts of its interior.  Appropriate removal of asbestos-containing materials and lead-
based paint is required for this project, in accordance with all applicable regulations.     
 
The Initial Study and project revisions showed that there is no substantial evidence, in 
light of the whole record before the County, that the project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment.  Based on the Initial Study and project revisions, 
an MND was prepared for this project.   
 
Public Notice was published in the Los Angeles Daily News on May 21, 2012 and 
posted at the Los Angeles County Clerk office in Norwalk, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Sections 21092 and 21092.3.  No comments were received from individual 
members of the public.  Comments were received from the County of Los Angeles Fire 
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Format and content changes have been made to this Initial Study since it was made available for 

public comment from May 21 through June 10, 2012. 

The changes include revising the Initial Study format to match the Appendix G format 

recommended by the CEQA Guidelines and providing additional clarifying information in the 

following ways:  

 The project description has been revised to clarify that other office uses that would 

employ approximately the same number of people as the Medical Incubator Lab may be 

accommodated on the second floor of the building rather than the Medical Incubator 

Lab.  

 The Hazards & Hazardous Materials section has been revised to indicate that the other 

office uses potentially accommodated on the second floor of the building rather than the 

Medical Incubator Lab would involve even less transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials. 

 The Air Quality section has been revised to quantify the effect of construction emissions 

on sensitive receptors. 

 The Greenhouse Gas Emissions section has been expanded to compare greenhouse gas 

emissions to applicable thresholds and expand upon the discussion of the methodology 

used to calculate these emissions estimates. 

 The Utilities and Service Systems section has been revised to expand upon the 

discussion of available landfill capacity. 

 The mitigation measures contained in the Initial Study, which are now listed under the 

Biological Resources and Cultural Resources sections, have been renumbered to match 

the new organizational format of the Initial Study. 

None of the changes to the Initial Study are substantial revisions as defined by the CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15073.5.  No new significant effects or mitigation measures have been 

identified.  Recirculation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is not required.  
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INITIAL STUDY 
 
 
1. Project title:  LA+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator 

Lab at General Hospital Project 
 

2. Lead agency name and address: County of Los Angeles 
      500 W. Temple Street  

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
3. Contact person:    Donald Dean, Environmental Officer 

Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles (LACDC) 

      2 Coral Circle 
      Monterey Park, CA, 91755 
       
4. Project location:  The project site is located in the County/USC 

(LAC+USC) Medical Center General Hospital at 
1200 North State Street in the City of Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles County, California. The project site is 
located within the northern part of the overall 
LAC+USC Medical Center, which is located 
between the following streets: Zonal Avenue, State 
Street, Marengo Street, and Cummings Street. The 
site is located east of the I-5 (Golden State) Freeway 
and north of the I-10 (San Bernardino) Freeway. 
Figure 1 illustrates the project in its regional 
setting, Figure 2 illustrates the project’s site-specific 
location, and Figure 3 shows the project site on a 
map of the LAC+USC Medical Center.  
 

5. Project sponsor’s name  
 and address:  LAC+USC Healthcare Network 
      1200 N. State Street  

Los Angeles, CA 90033 
 
6. General Plan designation:  Public Facilities (P) 

 
7. Zoning: Public Facilities (PF) 
 
8. Project Description:  
 

The project site (LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital) was decommissioned as a 
working hospital building in 2008. It now houses offices and support services on parts of 
the first floor, but is otherwise vacant. The project site has a City of Los Angeles General 
Plan land use designation of Public Facilities and a zoning designation of Public Facilities - 
PF. It is located within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, near its southern 
border with the Boyle Heights Community Plan Area. It is also within the Metro Los 
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Angeles Geographical Area of the Framework Element of the Los Angeles General Plan, 
on which it is designated a Community Center. 
 
The proposed project would involve remodeling parts of the first floor of the building to 
accommodate a new Wellness Center and remodeling parts of the second floor to 
accommodate a new Medical Incubator Lab or other office uses. The new Wellness Center 
would be operated by a consortium of non-profit organizations that would occupy 
approximately 40,000 square feet (sf) of the first floor. It would also include a new 
Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area immediately outside the General Hospital 
building, which would “retrofit” approximately two acres of space at the base (State Street 
level) and terrace level (first floor level) of the General Hospital. The new Medical 
Incubator Lab or other office uses would occupy approximately 20,000-25,000 sf of space 
on the second floor of the General Hospital building. Figures 6a through 6c show the site 
plans for the proposed project. A more detailed description of the proposed project 
components within this overall framework is provided below. 
 
Wellness Center 
 
The new LAC+USC Wellness Center is envisioned as a consortium of non-profit 
organizations housed in the first level of the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital, 
dedicated to health advocacy and education in the Boyle Heights District of Los Angeles. 
It would occupy approximately 40,000 square feet of space on the first level of the 
LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building. As per the currently existing 
nomenclature utilized by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(LCADPW), the Wellness Center program would occupy a large portion of the southwest 
quadrant of level one, including wings 100, 200, portions of wings 400 and 600 as well as 
one outbuilding at the Southwest Corner of the site along State Street Plaza identified as 
Building 837. 
 
The subject wings at the first level noted above in the General Hospital are currently 
vacant. The area intended to be remodeled to house the Wellness Center most recently 
housed the pharmacy and private office suites in Wing 100 and intensive care, psychiatric, 
physical emergency services, and private office suite functions in wing 200 prior to the 
decommissioning of the General Hospital building. Likewise, the portion of wing 400 that 
would be occupied previously housed the Doctor’s Dining Room while the portion of 
wing 600 previously held Central Discharge Unit functions. The outbuilding currently 
houses administrative office space and storage functions. 
 
The conceptual plan for The Wellness Center at level one would be to create a dedicated 
lobby in the old Pharmacy space adjacent to the historic lobby space as well as a series of 
19 Office Suites and seven Shared Conference Rooms/Multi‐Purpose spaces to serve its 
member groups in space currently fed by extant circulation. It is estimated that the 
Wellness Center would employ a maximum of 30 employees. 
 
The introduction of this new program would result in a general reconfiguration of space 
behind the terrazzo wainscot clad circulation corridors cited as historically significant in 
the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital, Reuse and Protective Storage Plan 
(RPSP). 
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Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area 
 
The “repurposed” historic County Hospital site would provide complementary recreation 
amenities to the Wellness Center, developed to optimize public health benefits, 
recreational value, and quality of life for residents of the community. Specifically, the 
proposed Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area would retrofit approximately two acres 
of space located at the base and on the terrace levels of the LAC+USC Medical Center 
General Hospital building, including: approximately ¾ acre at the former main hospital 
entrance court at-grade with State Street to the west; ¼ acre of terrace on either side of the 
former main entrance stairs; ¼ acre exterior court yard (raised one level up around the 
base of the former hospital); and ¾ acre of open space located around the base of the 
former hospital. 
 
The Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area would include the following amenities: 
playground equipment appropriate for children of all ages; a fitness trail designed to 
accommodate adults and children; a splash pad or water feature; shaded seating areas; a 
healing garden with “mommy and me” exercise stations; habitat and healthy eating 
demonstration gardens; outdoor WiFi study area; minor sports practice amenities; and 
interpretive elements and public art. The Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area would be 
landscaped with native and medicinal plants irrigated with low impact development 
(LID) water harvesting, and would be lit by LED and solar lighting. Also, the existing bus 
shelter on the lower State Street level courtyard is planned to be replaced with a structure 
that is more appropriate to the historic building.  
 
Medical Incubator Lab 
 
The new LAC+USC Incubator Lab tenant improvement project would occupy 
approximately 20,000‐25,000 sf of space on the second level of the LAC+USC Medical 
Center General Hospital (General Hospital) building. The incubator lab would occupy a 
portion of wings 2000 and 3100 in the southwest quadrant of level two. The second level of 
the General Hospital is currently vacant. The area intended to be remodeled to house the 
new incubator lab comprises five distinct spaces which most recently served various 
laboratory functions prior to the decommissioning of the General Hospital building. It is 
estimated that the Incubator Lab would employ a maximum of 28 employees (four 
employees plus 12 start-ups with two employees each). The conceptual plan for the 
incubator lab reduces the five previous labs spaces down to two modern labs and two 
office support spaces. The project may involve other office uses instead of the Medical 
Incubator Lab that would employ approximately the same number of people as the 
Medical Incubator Lab.  

 
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  
 

The site is bordered by other uses on the LAC+USC campus to its east, south, west, and 
northeast, and by commercial uses, the St. Camillus Catholic Center, and the LA County 
Juvenile Court to its north across Zonal Avenue. The closest residential land uses are 
located approximately 850 feet to the southwest on the south side of Marengo Street west 
of State Street. Figure 4 shows photos of the existing site conditions and Figure 5 shows 
photos of immediately surrounding land uses. The site is located on Los Angeles County 
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Assessor Parcel Number 5201-001-901, which also includes other parts of the LAC+USC 
Medical Center not affected by this project. 
 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: 
 

The County of Los Angeles is the only public agency with discretionary approval over the 
project and is the lead agency.  
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, 
involving at least one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Potentially Significant Unless 
Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water 
Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

I. AESTHETICS – Would the Project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway?     

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?     

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?     

 
a-c) The project would not enlarge the existing building nor erect any new buildings. The 
project involves interior improvements to an existing building, as well as a small amount of 
new landscaping and exterior amenities around it. Therefore, the aesthetic of the existing 
building would not be substantially altered. The site is located in an urban area, surrounded by 
other public uses, as well as commercial uses. Therefore, the project would be compatible with 
the surrounding residential and commercial land uses. The exterior features proposed for the 
project, such as those in the Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area, would not be highly visible 
off-site because the project site is located near the top of a hill, and these exterior features would 
be visually screened from downhill areas by existing slopes and from uphill areas by the 
LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building. The project may have the potential to 
disturb or remove some on site trees, such as the ficus trees located along the service road on 
the south side of the former General Hospital building or the palm trees located at the new 
southern entrance to the building proposed under the project. Because the overall aesthetic of 
the existing building would not be substantially altered, and because these changes would not 
be highly visible from off-site, these exterior changes proposed under the project would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
d) The only new outdoor lighting associated with the proposed project would be LED and solar 
lighting associated with the Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area. The project would not 
introduce new, significant sources of glare to the project site, which is already heavily 
developed and therefore already contains reflective surfaces that could be sources of glare such 
as windows on buildings and cars. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES -- In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including 
the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. -- Would the 
Project:  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))?     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES -- In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including 
the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. -- Would the 
Project:  

Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
a, b, e) The project site is not under agricultural production or designated as Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The site is not under Williamson Act 
contract (California Department of Conservation, 2008), nor is it zoned or designated for 
agricultural use. The project site is in the midst of a major urban area with no nearby 
agricultural land. The proposed project would therefore have no potential to convert farmland, 
conflict with agricultural zoning, or lead to other changes in the existing environment which 
could lead to farmland conversion. The project would have no impact on agricultural resources. 
 
c, d) The project site is not located on or near forest land or timberland, and would have no 
impact on such resources. 
  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

III. AIR QUALITY -- Would the Project:  

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of     
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III. AIR QUALITY -- Would the Project:  

the applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?     

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)?     

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

 
The project site is within the South Coast Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). SCAQMD, the local air quality 
management agency, is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that air quality 
standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.  
 
Depending on whether or not the standards are met, the air basin is classified as being in 
“attainment” or “nonattainment.” The South Coast Air Basin is in nonattainment for both the 
federal and state standards for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and PM10. Thus, the basin currently 
exceeds several state and federal ambient air quality standards and is required to implement 
strategies that would reduce the pollutant levels to acceptable standards. This non-attainment 
status is a result of several factors, the primary ones being the naturally adverse meteorological 
conditions that limit the dispersion and diffusion of pollutants, the limited capacity of the local 
air shed to eliminate pollutants from the air, and the number, type, and density of emission 
sources within the South Coast Air Basin.  
 
The SCAQMD has adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) that provides a strategy 
for the attainment of state and federal air quality standards. The South Coast Air Basin is 
classified as being in “attainment” for federal and state carbon monoxide standards. According 
to the AQMP, all areas within the South Coast Air Basin have been in attainment of federal 
carbon monoxide standards since 2003 and no area exceeded state standards in 2005. The 
highest levels of carbon monoxide concentrations listed in SCAQMD’s most recent AQMP 
(2007) were 5.9 parts per million (ppm), substantially lower than the California 8-hour standard 
of 9.0 ppm. (Greenhouse gas emissions are addressed below in Section VII, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions.)  
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The SCAQMD has established the following significance thresholds for construction activities 
within the South Coast Air Basin:  
 

 100 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides (NOx) 

 75 pounds per day of volatile organic compounds (VOC) 

 550 pounds per day of carbon monoxide (CO) 

 150 pounds per day of particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) 

 55 pounds per day of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) 

 150 pounds per day of sulfur oxides (SOx) 

 3 pounds per day of lead 
 
The SCAQMD also has established the following significance thresholds for project operations 
within the South Coast Air Basin: 
 

 55 pounds per day of NOx  

 55 pounds per day of VOC 

 550 pounds per day of CO 

 150 pounds per day of PM10 

 55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

 150 pounds per day of SOx 

 3 pounds per day of lead 
 
The majority of emissions associated with onsite construction activities come from off-road 
vehicles such as cranes and backhoes, but some emissions are also associated with construction 
worker trips and the application of architectural coatings, which release volatile or reactive 
organic gases (ROG) during the drying phase. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires implementation of 
measures to minimize emissions for all dust-generating activity. The non-attainment status of 
the South Coast Air Basin for PM10 dust emissions requires that Best Available Control 
Measures (BACMs) be used to minimize regional cumulative PM10 impacts from all 
construction activities, even if a project does not exceed thresholds.  

 
SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the 
Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4). LSTs were devised in 
response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local 
communities. Certain population groups are considered particularly sensitive to air pollution, 
and are thus considered sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors include health care facilities, 
retirement homes, school and playground facilities, and residential areas. LSTs represent the 
maximum emissions from a project that would cause or contribute to an air quality exceedance 
of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest 
sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient concentrations in each source receptor area 
(SRA), project size, and distance to the sensitive receptor.  
 
LSTs only apply to emissions within a fixed stationary location, including idling emissions 
during project construction and operation. LSTs have been developed only for NOx, CO, PM10 
and PM2.5. LSTs are not applicable to mobile sources such as cars on a roadway (Final Localized 
Significance Threshold Methodology, SCAQMD, June 2003); therefore, only on-site operational 
emissions apply. Although the project would involve new uses on the project site, these new 
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uses would be housed in existing buildings; therefore construction emissions would not apply 
to this project.  
 
LSTs have been developed for areas up to 5 acres in size, with air pollutant modeling 
recommended for activity within larger areas. The SCAQMD provides a lookup tables for sites 
that measure 1, 2 and 5 acres. The project site is located in Source Receptor Area 1 (SRA-1) 
which is designated by the SCAQMD as Central Los Angeles. The thresholds in Table 1 were 
determined based on the distance from nearby sensitive receptors to the project site. The closest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are the residences immediately to the east and north of the 
project site.  

 
Table 1  

SCAQMD LSTs for Operation 

Pollutant  

Allowable emissions as a function of receptor distance in feet 

from a two acre site (lbs/day) 

82 164 328 656 1,640 

Gradual conversion of 
NOx to NO2 

108 106 110 126 179 

CO 1,048 1,368 1,799 3,016 8,637 

PM10 
 

2 6 11 20 46 

PM2.5 2 2 3 7 27 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Localized Significance Thresholds, September 
2012. 

 
a) Generally, a project would conflict with or potentially obstruct implementation of an air 
quality plan if it would contribute to population growth in excess of that forecasted in the air 
quality management plan. The proposed project would involve construction of a Wellness 
Center and Medical Incubator Lab, which would not directly generate any population growth. 
The project would employ a maximum of 58 employees (30 in the Wellness Center and 28 in the 
Incubator Lab), which would have minimal potential to indirectly induce population growth 
within the context of the project site, which is located within a heavily urbanized area (the City 
of Los Angeles has a population of over 3.8 million people). Consequently, the project would 
not contribute to an exceedance of the area’s projected population growth forecast, and would 
therefore not conflict with or potentially obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. No 
impact would occur. 
 
b-d) Although the project would involve new uses on the project site, these new uses would 
primarily be housed in existing buildings; therefore, the project would generate minimal 
construction emissions and such emissions would not exceed either regional significance 
thresholds or LSTs. The project’s impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  
 
Long-term operational emissions generated by the proposed project would result from area and 
mobile emissions. Area emissions include the use of electricity and landscaping maintenance 
equipment. Mobile emissions include vehicle trips to and from the site. Area emissions from the 
proposed project would be minimal because the increase in the amount of activity on the project 
site would be small and because the project would be carried out on an already developed site 
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in a highly urbanized area. Nevertheless, operational emissions were quantified using the 
CalEEMod v2011.1 air quality model, as shown in Table 2 below (see Appendix A for more 
detailed modeling results). Operational emissions were determined based on the proposed 
square footage of new uses within the Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab portions of 
the project. The project would be required to meet the latest building energy efficiency 
standards set forth by Title 24 (California Energy Commission, 2008), which would reduce the 
amount of area source emissions onsite.  
 
As shown in Table 2, the operational emissions (area and mobile emissions) generated by the 
proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s daily operational thresholds for any 
pollutant; therefore, operational regional air quality impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Table 2 

Operational Emissions (pounds per day) 

 Total Emissions (lbs/day) 

Pollutant ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Project Emissions 9.67 17.60 76.45 10.93 0.75 0.10 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

 Total On-Site Emissions (lbs/day) 

Pollutant ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Project Emissions 1.72 0.19 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.00 

Localized Significant Thresholds 
(LSTs)

1
 

n/a 108 1,048 2 2 n/a 

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

Source: CalEEMod v.2011.1 (See Appendix A for model assumptions and results) 
Note: Lead emissions are negligible 

 
Certain population groups are considered particularly sensitive to air pollution. Sensitive 
receptors include health care facilities, retirement homes, school and playground facilities, and 
residential areas. The sensitive receptors closest to the project site are the LAC+USC Medical 
Center hospital, located approximately 100 feet south of the project site, and residential areas 
located approximately 850 feet southwest of the site on the south side of Marengo Street west of 
State Street. The 82-foot category from Table 1 was therefore used to represent the closest 
sensitive receptor. 
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in an exceedance of SCAQMD 
thresholds for operational emissions. In addition, as shown in Table 2, project emissions would 
not exceed LST thresholds for operational emissions, and construction activity would not create 
significant construction emissions because it would primarily occur within an existing building. 
Daily thresholds are established to protect human receptors from potentially significant health 
impacts. Therefore, since project emissions would not exceed established thresholds, the project 
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would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during its 
operational phase. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  
 
e) The proposed project would not generate objectionable odors. None of the uses included in 
the project are identified on Figure 5-5, Land Uses Associated with Odor Complaints, of the 1993 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. No impact would occur.  
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would 
the Project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means?     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?     

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other     
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would 
the Project:  

approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

 
 

a, d) The project site is located on the already-developed campus of LAC+USC Medical Center 
General Hospital in the City of Los Angeles. Moreover, no endangered species are known to 
occur on the project site. No endangered species were observed during the site visit (Rincon 
Consultants, April 2012) or are likely to occur at the project site. Due to the previously disturbed 
nature of the site, the project site lacks significant native vegetation that would provide habitat 
for any unique, rare, or endangered plant or animal species. Because of its location in a highly 
urbanized area, it is also unlikely to serve as a wildlife corridor for terrestrial animals. However, 
the project may have the potential to disturb or remove some on site trees, such as the ficus 
trees located along the service road on the south side of the former General Hospital building or 
the palm trees located at the new southern entrance to the building proposed under the project. 
While these trees are introduced ornamental landscaping, and are not in themselves sensitive 
biological resources, they have the potential to serve as habitat for nesting birds. The following 
mitigation measure is therefore required to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds.  
 

B-1 Nesting Birds. Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be conducted 
by a qualified biologist no more than seven days before the initiation of 
trimming or removal of any on site tree whenever such activities would 
occur within the migratory bird nesting season (typically February 1 
through August 31). If any active bird nests are found, the nest shall be 
flagged along with an appropriate buffer, which shall be determined by 
the biologist in consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG). The nest area shall be avoided until the nest is vacated and the 
juveniles have fledged. If nesting birds are present on site, a biological 
monitor shall be present while the nest(s) is active during construction 
activities within the buffer to ensure that no impacts to nesting birds 
occur. 

 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts to special status species would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
b, c) No water resources are present on site and no natural or artificial surface water exists on 
the project site (USFWS Wetlands Mapper, 2012; National Wild & Scenic Rivers, 2012). As 
discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would have a less than 
significant impact related to runoff from the site affecting local waterways. The project would 
therefore not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat, federally protected 
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wetlands, or other sensitive natural community. Therefore, impacts to these biological resources 
would be less than significant. 
 
e) The project would not involve any construction activities or physical development that 
would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, 
no impact would occur.  
 
f) The project site is not located within an area that is subject to an adopted conservation plan 
(DFG, 2012). No impact would occur. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the 
Project:  

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5?     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource as defined in §15064.5?     

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?     

 
a) The Historic Resources Report (HRR) for the proposed project, prepared by San 
Buenaventura Research Associates in May 2012 (Appendix B) found that the property is a 
historic resource for purposes of CEQA because it was previously found to be eligible for listing 
on the NRHP. As described in the HRR, the property derives its significance and eligibility for 
these listings primarily from its historical and architectural importance. The proposed project 
would result in significant alterations to this design. Therefore, a mitigation program 
emphasizing design, interpretive and documentation measures (Mitigation Measures C-1 
through C-4) is required to reduce these impacts.  
 

C-1 Design 
a. The applicant shall engage a preservation consultant meeting the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in 
Architectural History or Historic Architecture to review design 
development drawings and construction documents. The 
preservation consultant shall participate in design collaboration with 
the project architect as needed to ensure plans conform with the 
Secretary’s Standards and meet the requirements of the Reuse and 
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Protective Storage Plan, and shall prepare a report evaluating plans 
for conformance with the Secretary’s Standards. The report shall be 
reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Chief 
Executive Office prior to the issuance of building permits for the 
proposed project. 

b. The historic fabric shall be retained and removed only when 
absolutely necessary to accommodate a new use, particularly with 
respect to the lobby, restroom and forecourt areas. Otherwise, historic 
features should be retained in situ and protected from damage as 
needed. Repairs to historic fabric shall conform to the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, and utilize historically appropriate materials and 
finishes. New features shall be compatible with the massing, size and 
scale of historic features. 

c.  The restoration or replication of historic features and elevations, 
where proposed, shall be based on documentary evidence of the 
original design of these features. 

d. To the extent it is technically and environmentally feasible, historic 
hardscape and landscape features shall be retained, and where 
required, repaired or restored. Restoration should be based upon 
documented evidence of historic landscape materials. Where extant 
plantings from the period of historic significance are to be removed, 
they shall be relocated where feasible, or replaced in-kind, or with 
compatible, suitable substitute plant materials. 
 

C-2 Documentation. Prior to the alteration of significant interior or exterior 
features, the applicant shall, in consultation with a qualified historic 
preservation professional, produce a documentation survey of those 
features. This documentation shall include high resolution photographs 
of the significant features or elevations to be altered. The documentation 
package shall be archived at an appropriate location determined by the 
County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office. 

 
C-3 Interpretation. In consultation with a qualified historic preservation 

professional, the applicant shall produce an interpretive plan for the 
property for display in a permanent, publicly accessible site or sites. 
Displayed materials may include photographs (current and historic) and 
written materials describing and interpreting the historical and 
architectural themes associated with the property. 

 
C-4 General Provisions. A qualified historic resources professional shall be 

present on-site during demolition and construction activities to ensure 
the preservation of historic interior and exterior building elements. 

 
With implementation of mitigation measures C-1 through C-4, this impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
b-d) Given the extent of previous ground disturbances in the project area and the fact that the 
proposed project would involve no excavation and only very shallow ground disturbance of 
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any kind, unearthing of archeological or paleontological resources is not expected during 
project construction. The project is therefore not expected to have any significant impacts on 
archaeological or paleontological resources. Nonetheless, mitigation measures C-5 and C-6 are 
required in the event that archaeological resources are discovered during project construction.  

 
C-5 Archaeological Resources. In the event that archaeological resources are 

unearthed during project construction, all earth disturbing work within 
the project Area of Potential Effect (APE) must be temporarily suspended 
until an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the 
find. After the find has been appropriately mitigated, work in the area 
may resume. A Gabrielino representative should monitor any 
archaeological field work associated with Native American materials.  

 
C-6.  Human Remains. If human remains are unearthed, State Health and 

Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the Los Angeles County Coroner has made the necessary 
findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American 
descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission. 

 
With implementation of mitigation measures C-5 and C-6, these impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS –  Would the 
Project:  

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the     
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS –  Would the 
Project:  

loss of topsoil? 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable as a result of the Project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse?     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code, 
creating substantial risks to life or 
property?     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
a.i and ii) No Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones exist on site, so the probability of seismic 
surface rupture is considered low. In addition, the site has not been designated as a zone of 
required investigation for earthquake–induced landslides (California Department of 
Conservation, September 2012). Similar to all of Southern California, active and/or potentially 
active faults in the region could generate strong groundshaking on the project site. The part of 
Los Angeles in which the project site is located could experience shaking from faults in the area 
including the Raymond Fault, Whittier Fault, Newport-Inglewood Fault, or the San Andreas 
Fault. Therefore, the project would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the 
most recently adopted version of the California Building Code (CBC) and applicable County 
building regulations. Adherence to these regulations would ensure that seismic related impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
a.iii) Liquefaction is a condition that occurs when unconsolidated, saturated soils change to a 
near-liquid state during groundshaking. The project site is not located within a potential 
liquefaction zone as identified on the State of California Seismic Hazards Zone Map, Los 
Angeles Quadrangle, (California Department of Conservation, March 1999). Therefore, no 
impact would occur.  
 
a.iv) The proposed project involves interior improvements to an existing building, as well as a 
small amount of new landscaping and exterior amenities around it. It would not involve major 
grading or other topographic modifications. The project site has been extensively engineered to 
accommodate existing development, and has not been designated as a zone of required 
investigation for earthquake–induced landslides. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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b) The project would not change drainage patterns or substantially increase impermeable areas 
or runoff. There is no evidence of substantial erosion problems onsite and none would be 
expected as a result of the minor interior and exterior changes to the building and surrounding 
grounds. Implementation of standard Best Management Practices (BMP’s) would decrease the 
potential for any significant erosion or sedimentation from the minor amount of soil 
disturbance that would be associated with the project. Standard construction practices relating 
to erosion control, such as the use of tarps to cover stockpiled soil, would apply. The project 
would therefore not create any significant erosion or sedimentation, and its impacts would be 
less than significant.  
 
c, d) The project site is located within an urbanized area. The site is not identified as an area 
subject to liquefaction or earthquake-induced landslides on the California Seismic Hazard Zone 
Map (California Department of Conservation, March 1999). There is no evidence of soil 
suitability problems that would adversely affect the site. Additionally, no new buildings are 
proposed under the project; only new uses in existing buildings. Some minor accessory 
structures, such as the gazebo at the western end of the fitness trail, are proposed. If such 
structures required building permits, they would be subject to the County Building Code, 
(County of Los Angeles, 2012), compliance with which would ensure that such structures 
would be safe. The project would therefore have a less than significant impact related to these 
hazards.  
 
e) The project would generate wastewater, but would be connected to the existing sewer and 
wastewater disposal system and would not require the use of septic tanks. Therefore, no impact 
related to the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - 
Would the Project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment?     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases?     

 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere 
and oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, 
precipitation, and storms) over an extended period of time. The term “climate change” is often 
used interchangeably with the term “global warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to 
“global warming” because it helps convey that there are other changes in addition to rising 
temperatures. The baseline against which these changes are measured originates in historical 
records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, such as during previous 
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ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of 
substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change has 
typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of 
thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental 
warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have 
observed acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years. Per the United Nations 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the understanding of anthropogenic 
warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a high confidence (90% or greater chance) 
that the global average net effect of human activities since 1750 has been one of warming. The 
prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the observed increase in global 
average temperatures, since the mid-20th century, is likely due to the observed increase in 
anthropogenic GHG concentrations (IPCC, 2007). 
 
Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases 
(GHGs). GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or are 
formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as 
the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor is excluded from the list of 
GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely 
determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation. 
 
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are 
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products 
of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural 
practices and landfills. Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential 
than CO2, include fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (California Environmental 
Protection Agency [CalEPA], 2006). Different types of GHGs have varying global warming 
potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the 
atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb different 
amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the 
amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2E), and is the amount 
of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. CO2 has a GWP of one. By contrast, CH4 has a GWP of 21, 
meaning its global warming effect is 21 times greater than CO2 on a molecule per molecule basis 
(IPCC, 1997). 
 
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHG were approximately 40,000 million metric tons 
(MMT) CO2E in 2004, including ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but 
excluding emissions from land use changes (i.e., deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 2007). CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 56.6% of the total emissions of 49,000 million metric tons 
CO2E (includes land use changes) and all CO2 emissions are 76.7% of the total. Methane emissions 
account for 14.3% of GHG and N2O emissions account for 7.9% (IPCC, 2007).  
 
Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,633.2 million metric tons of CO2E in 2009 (USEPA, April 2011). 
While total U.S. emissions have increased by 7.3% from 1990 to 2009, emissions decreased from 
2008 to 2009 by 427.9 MMT of CO2E, or 6.1% (DOE EIA, Table 12.1, August 2010). This decrease 
was primarily due to (1) a decrease in economic output resulting in a decrease in energy 
consumption across all sectors; and (2) a decrease in the carbon intensity of fuels used to generate 
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electricity due to fuel switching as the price of coal increased, and the price of natural gas decreased 
substantially. Since 1990, U.S. emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.4%. The 
transportation and industrial end-use sectors accounted for 33% and 26%, respectively, of CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2009. Meanwhile, the residential and commercial end-use 
sectors accounted for 22% and 19%, respectively, of CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 
2009 (USEPA, 2011). 
 
Based upon the California Air Resources Board (ARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2008 (ARB, 2011), California produced 478 MMT of CO2E in 2008. The major source of GHGs 
in California is transportation, contributing 36% of the state’s total GHG emissions. Electricity 
generation is the second largest source, contributing 24% of the state’s GHG emissions (ARB, June 
2010). California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population compared to other 
states. Another factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, as compared 
to other states, is its relatively mild climate. ARB has projected statewide unregulated GHG 
emissions for the year 2020, which represent the emissions that would be expected to occur in the 
absence of any GHG reduction actions, will be 596 MMT CO2E (ARB, 2007).  
 
Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through 
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific 
modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more 
extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. 
Scientists have projected that the average global surface temperature could rise by1.0-4.5°F (0.6-
2.5°C) in the next 50 years, and the increase may be as high as 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next 
century. In addition to these projections, there are identifiable signs that global warming is 
currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic (IPCC, 2007).  
 
According to the CalEPA’s 2010 Climate Action Team Biennial Report, potential impacts of 
climate change in California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat 
days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (CalEPA, 
April 2010).  
 
Analysis Methodology 
 
The analysis of GHG emissions is based on the methodologies recommended by the California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] (January 2008) CEQA and Climate Change 
white paper. The analysis focuses on CO2, N2O, and CH4, as these are the GHG emissions that 
onsite development would generate in the largest quantities. Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, 
PFCs, and SF6, were also considered for the analysis. However, because the project would be a 
Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab, the quantity of fluorinated gases would not be 
significant since fluorinated gases are primarily associated with industrial processes. Calculations 
were based on the methodologies discussed in the CAPCOA white paper (January 2008) and 
included the use of the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (January 
2009). 
 
Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, CAPCOA does not discuss whether 
any of the suggested threshold approaches (as discussed below in GHG Cumulative Significance) 
adequately address impacts from temporary construction activity. As stated in the CEQA and 
Climate Change white paper, “more study is needed to make this assessment or to develop separate 
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thresholds for construction activity” (CAPCOA, 2008). Nevertheless, air districts such as the 
SCAQMD (2011) have suggested amortizing construction-related emissions over a 30-year period 
in conjunction with the proposed project’s operational emissions. Emissions associated with the 
construction period were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) computer model, based on the projected maximum amount of equipment that 
would be used onsite at one time. However, it should be noted that these construction 
emissions estimates are conservative, because CalEEMod assumes that the specified land use is 
new construction, while the project actually consists of reuse of existing facilities, and would 
therefore not involve construction of new buildings or grading of the entire site. Complete 
CalEEMod results and assumptions can be viewed in Appendix A.  
 
Operational emissions from energy use (electricity) for the project were estimated using CalEEMod 
(see Appendix A for calculations). The default values on which CalEEMod are based include the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) sponsored California Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS) 
and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS) studies. Emissions associated with area 
sources including consumer products and architectural coating were calculated in CalEEMod and 
utilize standard emission rates from CARB, USEPA, and district supplied emission factor values 
(CalEEMod User Guide, 2011). Operational emissions, including those associated with demand for 
water and generation of solid waste, wastewater, or vehicle trips were also calculated in 
CalEEMod. Because CalEEMod does not calculate N20 emissions from mobile sources, N20 
emissions were quantified using the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol 
(January 2009) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see Appendix A for calculations). 
Total daily trip rates associated with the project were taken from the Traffic Impact Analysis 
prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. in May of 2012. Emission rates for N20 emissions were based 
on the vehicle mix output generated by CalEEMod and the emission factors found in the California 
Climate Action Registry Protocol. 
 
a) The proposed project would generate GHG emissions during both construction and long-term 
operation of the project. GHG emissions would be considered significant if project-generated 
GHGs exceed the recommended SCAQMD threshold for all land use types of 3,000 metric tons 
CDE/year (SCAQMD, “Proposed Tier 3 Quantitative Thresholds – Option 1”, September 2010). 
GHG emissions associated with both construction and operational emissions, including motor 
vehicle activity, are discussed below. 
 
Based on the CalEEMod results, construction activity for the project would generate an 
estimated 335 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE) units. Amortized over a 30-year 
period (the assumed life of the project), construction of the proposed project would generate an 
estimated 11 metric tons of CDE per year.  
 
In the long term, the generation of electricity through combustion of fossil fuels typically yields 
carbon dioxide, and to a smaller extent nitrous oxide and methane. Mobile emissions would be 
generated by vehicles driving to and from the project site. Additional operational emissions 
derive from water and wastewater. The maximum anticipated operational emissions were 
calculated using the CalEEMod computer program, as shown in Table 3. The project’s estimated 
operational emissions are 2,289 metric tons CO2E. Combined operational and construction 
emissions are shown in Table 3.   
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The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of 
GHG emissions in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the discretion to set 
quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate 
change impacts. The SCAQMD threshold, which was adopted in December 2008, considers 
emissions of over 10,000 metric tons CDE/year to be significant. However, the SCAQMD’s 
threshold applies only to stationary sources and is expressly intended to apply only when the 
SCAQMD is the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA. Although not formally adopted, the 
SCAQMD has a recommended quantitative threshold for all land use types of 3,000 metric tons 
CDE/year (SCAQMD, “Proposed Tier 3 Quantitative Thresholds – Option 1”, September 2010).  

Table 3 

Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source Annual Emissions 

Construction 11 metric tons CDE 

Operational 
Area 

Energy 
Solid Waste 

Water 

 
0 metric tons CDE 

570 metric tons CDE 
319 metric tons CDE 
77 metric tons CDE 

Mobile 1,312 metric tons CDE 

Total 2,289 metric tons CDE 

Sources: See Appendix A for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
The proposed project’s estimated contribution of 2,289 metric tons CO2E per year would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact related to GHG emissions would be 
less than significant.  
 
b) The proposed project is a remodel of an existing building and would introduce new health 
and wellness uses, as well as a medical incubator lab, in and around an existing building on the 
project site. In addition, the project would involve infill development in an area close to 
commercial, office, institutional, recreational, and residential uses. The California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in 
March 2006, published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”). The 2006 CAT 
Report identified a recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG 
emissions to meet the goals of the Executive Order S-3-05. The proposed project would be 
consistent with CAT strategies as the project would involve infill development located within 
walking distance of commercial, office, institutional, recreational, and residential uses. The 
project site is also in the vicinity of existing public transit, including a stop immediately in front 
of the project site on State Street served by the DASH bus as well as Metro bus lines 605 and 
620. Multiple other DASH and Metro bus lines have stops along Marengo Street and Mission 
Road within approximately ¼ mile of the project site. For these reasons, the project would be 
consistent with CAT strategies. 
 
The Attorney General’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report was prepared in 2008 by the 
California Attorney General’s Office. This report specifies measures that may reduce global 
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warming related impacts at the individual project level. The project would comply with 
measures suggested in the Attorney General’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report because the 
project would involve construction of an infill development project in close proximity to public 
transit, commercial uses, institutional uses, recreational uses, office uses, and residences.  
 
In addition, the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) CEQA Guidelines include 
recommended mitigation strategies to reduce GHG impacts. According to this document, 
mitigation measures may include: 
 

1. Potential measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption 
of energy during construction, operation, maintenance and/or removal.  

2. The potential of siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, 
including transportation energy, water conservation and solid-waste reduction. 

3. The potential for reducing peak energy demand. 
4. Alternate fuels (particularly renewable ones) or energy systems. 
5. Energy conservation which could result from recycling efforts. 

 
The proposed project is expected to reduce the distance residents need to travel for health and 
wellness services.  
 
The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted an Energy and Environmental Policy in 
January 2007 consisting of the following elements (Los Angeles County, October 2012): 
 

 Energy and Water Efficiency Program. 

 Environmental Stewardship Program. 

 Public Outreach and Education Program. 

 Sustainable Design Program. 
 
The Energy and Environmental Policy requires all County departments to implement the 
County Energy and Environmental Programs for energy conservation and environmental 
stewardship. It also requires the County to take the following actions: 
 

 The County will establish and maintain an Energy and Environmental Program targeted 
at reducing greenhouse gas production due to County operations and will participate 
with other regional stakeholders in reducing greenhouse gas production Countywide. 

 The County will develop and maintain a Climate Action Plan for internal County 
operations and for County Unincorporated Areas; and participate in regional efforts to 
develop and implement a Countywide Climate Action Plan (CAP); the Countywide CAP 
will include creation of a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions baseline, establishment of 
GHG emissions reduction targets, creation of strategies to achieve those targets, and 
development of a climate change adaption model. 

 The COS will serve as a single point of contact with the County for: Coordination of and 
support for County and Countywide activities; providing assessment and advice on new 
program elements, legislative, and regulatory issues that impact the Energy and 
Environmental Policy. 

 The County will implement a wide variety of energy and environmental programs as part 
of policy, regulatory requirements, and legislation. All of the County’s efforts in theses 
areas shall be organized, described and updated on a single County “green” website. 



LA+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab at General Hospital Project 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 

LACDC 
25  

 The County will continue to incorporate sustainable, “green building” technologies into 
the design of new capital improvements and major refurbishment projects; and 
specifically the County will achieve Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design 
(LEED) certification at the Silver level for all new County buildings of at least 10, 000 
square feet in size. 

 The County will establish a goal of reducing energy consumption in County facilities by 
20% by the year 2015 using 2003 as the benchmark. 

Most of these actions have already been taken by the County and do not apply specifically to 
individual development projects, but the fifth bullet does apply to individual development 
projects such as the proposed project. The project would not be subject to the requirement to 
achieve LEED Silver certification because it would not create a new County building, but 
instead refurbish an existing one. However, the project would be subject to the requirement to 
incorporate sustainable, “green building” technologies into the design of new capital 
improvements and major refurbishment projects. The project would comply with this 
requirement through incorporation of several environmentally friendly elements into the 
building and site design. For example, the Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area would be 
landscaped with native and medicinal plants irrigated with low impact development (LID) 
water harvesting, and would be lit by LED and solar lighting, thus reducing consumption of 
water and electricity. Additionally, terrazzo wainscot material to be removed in the General 
Hospital Building would be salvaged for potential later reuse. Finally, the adaptive reuse of a 
historic building to house the proposed use is a “greener”, more environmentally-friendly 
option than construction of a new building. 
 
For all the reasons discussed above, the project would not conflict with applicable plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of GHGs, and would 
have a less than significant impact in this regard. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS - Would the Project:  

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within ¼ 
mile of an existing or proposed school?     
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS - Would the Project:  

d) Be located on a site which is included on 
a list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the Project area?     

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the Project area?     

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?     

h) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands?     

 
a) While laboratory activities associates with the proposed Medical Incubator Lab may involve 
the transport, use, or disposal of relatively small amounts of hazardous materials, these 
activities would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment because the 
project site is on the grounds of the LAC+USC Medical Center in a former hospital building, 
such activities already take place at the LAC+USC Medical Center, and facilities for proper 
handling of these materials are already present on the site. If this space is used for other, non-
laboratory office uses, it would involve even less transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. The proposed Wellness Center and Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area would not 
involve the use of such materials. None of the uses proposed as part of the project would create 
hazardous emissions. These impacts would therefore be less than significant. 
 
b) Development of the proposed project would involve demolition and remodeling of parts of 
the interior of the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building. This building was 
constructed between 1929 and 1932 and could contain asbestos and lead. Demolition of these 
structures has the potential to cause temporary health effects to construction workers and 
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nearby residents if asbestos and/or lead are released into the environment. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measures H-1 and H-2 are required to reduce impacts associated with asbestos and 
lead containing materials.  
 

H-1 Asbestos Abatement. Prior to any demolition, remodeling, or any other 
activities that will disturb existing building materials, any onsite structures 
found to contain asbestos must have the asbestos containing material (ACM) 
removed according to proper abatement procedures recommended by the 
asbestos consultant and as required by the SCAQMD. All abatement 
activities shall be in compliance with California and Federal OSHA, and with 
SCAQMD requirements. Only asbestos trained and certified abatement 
personnel shall be allowed to perform asbestos abatement. All ACM removed 
from onsite structures shall be transported by a contractor licensed to handle 
asbestos-containing materials and disposed of at a licensed receiving facility 
and under proper manifest. Following completion of the asbestos abatement, 
the asbestos consultant shall provide a report documenting the abatement 
procedures used, the volume of ACM removed, and where the material was 
disposed. This report shall include transportation and disposal manifests or 
dump tickets.  

 
H-2 Lead-Based Paint Removal. Prior to the issuance of a permit for any 

demolition, remodeling, or any other activities that will disturb existing 
building materials, a licensed lead-based paint professional shall be 
contracted to evaluate the entire project site for lead-based paint. Lead-based 
paint shall be removed according to proper abatement procedures 
recommended by the consultant and in accordance with SCAQMD, State of 
California, and Federal requirements. Only lead-based paint trained and 
certified abatement personnel shall be allowed to perform abatement 
activities. All lead-based paint removed from these structures shall be hauled 
and disposed of by a transportation company licensed to transport this type 
of material. In addition, the material shall be taken to a landfill or receiving 
facility licensed to accept the waste. Following completion of the lead-based 
paint abatement, the lead-based paint consultant shall provide a report 
documenting the abatement procedures used, the volume of lead-based paint 
removed, where the material was moved to, and include transportation and 
disposal manifests or dump tickets. 

 
With implementation of mitigation measures H-1 and H-2, impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
c) The project site is within approximately ¼ mile of Francisco Bravo Medical Magnet High 
School (located approximately ¼ mile to the east in the southwest corner of Hazard Park), and 
the USC School of Pharmacy (located approximately 0.1 miles to the northeast on the north side 
of Zonal Avenue across Zonal from the LAC+USC Medical Center campus). However, as 
discussed above, the project would not have any significant impacts related to hazardous 
emissions or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste; 
therefore, impacts are less than significant.  
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d) A search of Cal EPA’s Cortese List Data Resources website (CalEPA, April 2012) identified 21 
on- and off-site locations as potentially contaminated sites within a ½ mile radius of the project 
site. One of these sites is the project site itself (1200 North State Street), which is listed as a 
leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site, with gasoline as the potential contaminant of 
concern and “aquifer used for drinking water supply” as the potential media affected. Its 
cleanup status is “open – remediation as of 7/21/2003”. A groundwater monitoring report 
produced for this site in April 2009 (Astech Environmental Services, April 2009) shows that 
these LUSTs are located on the north side of the project site, adjacent to the ambulance entrance 
to the former General Hospital building shown on Figure 6a. According to this report, depth to 
groundwater at the monitoring wells where contaminants have been detected is approximately 
15-17 feet below ground surface (bgs), and the direction of groundwater flow is to the northeast. 
The new uses to be introduced onto the project site under the proposed project are located 
approximately 100 feet southwest of the nearest proposed outdoor use and approximately 200 
feet south of the nearest proposed indoor use. Because the new uses to be introduced under the 
proposed project are not located directly over the contamination plume of this LUST, the 
direction of groundwater flow is away from the proposed uses, the project would not involve 
use of groundwater from this source, and the project would not disturb or otherwise affect soils 
surrounding this LUST site, the project would not expose individuals to contamination from 
this source.  
 
Four of the Cortese list sites are open case LUST sites at current or former gasoline or 
automotive repair stations immediately surrounding the LAC+USC Medical Center campus on 
Marengo Street or Mission Road, with gasoline or diesel as the potential contaminant of 
concern. Because of their greater distance from the project site (750-1,000 feet to the south, 
southeast, and northwest), depth to groundwater at the project site, the fact that these sites are 
at a lower elevation than the project site, and the fact that the project would not involve 
excavation or new construction, the project would not expose individuals to contamination 
from these sources. 11 of the Cortese list sites are reported as “case closed,” indicating that the 
contamination has been remediated. The rest of the sites are other LUST or other cleanup sites 
even further away from the project site, which, because of their greater distance from the project 
site, would also not pose a contamination risk to users of the project. This impact would be less 
than significant. 
 
e, f) The project site is not within two miles of a public or private airport (Los Angeles County 
Airport Land Use Commission, Revised December 1, 2004); therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in a safety hazard for people on the project site. No impact related to airport 
safety would occur.  
 
g) The proposed project consists of a Wellness Center, Medical Incubator Lab, and Park and 
Fitness Area, and would be required to comply with all applicable County codes and 
regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans maintained by the police 
and fire department, as well as fire protection and security. In addition, based on a review of 
the site plan and ingress/egress at the site, the project would not conflict with applicable 
emergency response or evacuation plans. No impact related to emergency response and access 
would occur. 
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h) The project site is in the middle of a highly urbanized area, and therefore is not located in an 
area of wildland fire hazard. No impact related to wildland fire hazards would occur.  
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
– Would the Project:  

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
a lowering or the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)?     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site?     

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?     

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map?     
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
– Would the Project:  

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows?     

i) Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?     

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

 
a, c-f) As discussed under Section VI, Geology and Soils, Item b, the project would not change 
drainage patterns or substantially increase impermeable areas or runoff. There is no evidence of 
substantial erosion problems onsite and none would be expected as a result of the minor 
interior and exterior changes to the building and surrounding grounds that would be carried 
out under the project. Implementation of standard Best Management Practices (BMPs) would 
decrease the potential for any significant erosion or sedimentation from the minor amount of 
soil disturbance that would be associated with the project. Standard construction practices 
relating to erosion control, such as the use of tarps to cover stockpiled soil, would apply. The 
project would therefore not violate any water discharge requirements, create any significant 
erosion, sedimentation, or increased runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality, 
and its impacts would be less than significant.  
 
b) Regional water demand is primarily a function of population growth. As discussed in 
Sections XIII, Population and Housing, the project would not lead to a significant increase in the 
area population. It would therefore also not lead to a significant increase in demand for potable 
water (please refer to Section XVI, Utilities and Service Systems, for further discussion of this 
impact.) Water would be used to a limited, temporary extent during the construction phase, and 
water use would increase during project operation due to the increased number of persons 
using the project site, and for landscape maintenance. The City has adopted several ordinances 
in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) in an effort to reduce water consumption. 
Specifically, the City of Los Angeles Plumbing Code (Chapter IX, Article 4, of the LAMC) 
incorporates by reference the California Plumbing Code, which establishes maximum flow rates 
for water fixtures. The City also recently adopted Ordinance No. 180,822, which establishes 
water efficiency requirements for new development and renovation of existing buildings and 
mandates installation of high efficiency plumbing fixtures in residential and commercial 
buildings (City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, April 2012). These requirements would reduce 
potential increases in water usage at the project site. For these reasons, the water demand 
associated with the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, nor 
would the project interfere with groundwater recharge. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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g-i) The project site is located within Flood Zone X on FEMA Panel No. 06037C1637F, which are 
areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain; areas of 1% annual chance 
flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and 
areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood (FEMA, May 2012). The project would 
not involve any housing and would not involve construction of a structure that would impede 
flood flows. The site is not located within a potential inundation area for dam failure (City of 
Los Angeles, January 1995). Therefore, there is no potential for inundation at the site as a result 
of an earthquake-induced dam failure. No impact would occur. 
 
j) The project site is approximately 16 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is not located within a 
seiche or landslide/mudslide hazard zone (California Department of Conservation, 1999). No 
impact would occur. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would 
the proposal:  

a) Physically divide an established 
community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the Project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?     

c) Conflict with an applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?     

 
a) The proposed project would not enlarge existing building nor erect any new buildings, and 
would not create a physical barrier that would divide an established community. Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 
 

b) The project site has a City of Los Angeles General Plan land use designation of Public 
Facilities. The Public Facilities land use designation allows for public facilities such as fire 
stations, libraries, schools, parks, and police stations (City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning, April 2012). The project would involve remodeling space within the existing 
LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building, and would not change the building 
height or massing of the structure. Because the proposed project would remain a public facility, 
it would be in compliance with this land use designation.  
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The project site has a zoning designation of Public Facilities - PF. The PF zoning district allows 
public health facilities, including clinics and hospitals. Because the project would not enlarge 
the existing building nor erect any new buildings, it would comply with the provisions of 
Section 12.21.1 of the City’s Municipal Code (Chapter I, Planning and Zoning Code) regulating 
building height (City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, April 2012). The proposed project would 
therefore be in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code.  
 
The project would not enlarge existing buildings nor erect any new buildings. The project 
involves interior improvements to an existing building, as well as a small amount of new 
landscaping and exterior amenities around it. The project consists of additional uses within an 
existing structure in an urban area, surrounded by other public uses, as well as commercial 
uses. The project would be compatible with the surrounding residential and commercial land 
uses, and no impact would occur.  

 
c) The project site is located in a highly urbanized area not subject to an adopted habitat 
conservation plan or natural community plan. No impact would occur.  
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES --  Would the 
Project:  

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state?     

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan, or other land use plan?     

 
a-b) The project site and its surroundings are in a highly urbanized area with no mineral 
resource recovery sites nearby. Even if such resources did exist beneath the project site, 
extracting such resources would not be compatible with either the existing or proposed use of 
the site or its surroundings. The proposed project would therefore have no impact on the 
availability of mineral resources. 
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XII. NOISE – Would the Project result in:  

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?     

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above levels existing 
without the Project?     

d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing 
without the Project?     

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
Project expose people residing or working 
in the Project area to excessive noise 
levels?     

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the Project expose people 
residing or working in the Project area to 
excessive noise?     

 
a, c, d) Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary noise level increases, 
but much of the demolition and construction associated with the project would be interior to the 
building, and exterior construction would consist of construction of minor accessory structures 
such as the gazebo located along the Fitness Trail at the southern boundary of the project site, 
and superficial earth moving for the Fitness Trail. The noise-sensitive receptors closest to the 
project site are the LAC+USC Medical Center hospital, located approximately 100 feet south of 
the project site, and residential areas located approximately 850 feet southwest of the site on the 
south side of Marengo Street west of State Street. According to Section 41.40 of Chapter IV of 
the Municipal Code of the City of Los Angeles, construction or delivery of construction 
materials which makes loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying sleeping quarters in 
any dwelling hotel or apartment or other place of residence is forbidden between the hours of 
9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays; and construction or delivery of construction materials on 
or within 500 feet of a residential property is prohibited before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on 
any Saturday or national holiday, and is forbidden at any time on any Sunday. These 



LA+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab at General Hospital Project 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 

LACDC 
34  

regulations would limit project-related construction activities to daytime hours. The project’s 
temporary construction-related noise impacts would therefore be less than significant. 
 
Project-related operational noise would mostly be interior to the building, but some would 
occur outdoors in its immediate vicinity. This would generally be limited to minor noise from 
the wellness, recreational, and limited athletic activities. These outdoor activities would be 
carried out on the south side of the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building, which 
faces the rest of the LAC+USC Medical Center, not other nearby noise-sensitive receptors. As 
discussed below in Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, operation of the project would increase 
traffic generated on-site by approximately 1,590 average daily trips. This would incrementally 
increase noise levels near the site, but would not substantially increase noise levels, since the 
project is an existing use in an urban environment with relatively high traffic levels (see below). 
The project’s operational noise impacts would therefore be less than significant.  
 
The uses to be carried out under the project, such as offices, classrooms, meeting rooms, and 
labs, while medically-related, would not be noise sensitive uses compared to a hospital 
containing overnight stay beds. Also, the project site is not adjacent to any major noise sources 
so onsite noise levels do not exceed normally acceptable levels for onsite uses. Impacts related 
to exposure of onsite uses to excessive noise would be less than significant. 
 
b) With respect to groundborne vibration, the project would involve minor exterior construction 
activities such as light grading to create certain elements such as the Fitness Trail along the 
south side of the existing General Hospital building. Most construction would be carried out 
within the interior of this building. These activities would produce temporary and very low 
levels of vibration at nearby sensitive receptors such as other uses within the LAC+USC 
Medical Center campus. As such, vibration effects would be less than significant.  
 
e, f) The project site is not within two miles of a public or private airport (Los Angeles County 
Airport Land Use Commission, Revised December 1, 2004); therefore, the project would not 
expose site visitors to airport noise and no impact would occur.  
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — 
Would the Project:  

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?     

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,     
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — 
Would the Project:  

necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
a) The proposed project would not directly induce population growth because no residential 
units are proposed. The project involves introducing new uses in and around an existing 
building on the project site. The project would employ a maximum of 58 employees. It would 
therefore cause little or no direct or indirect population increase, and no adverse growth-
inducing impacts are expected, especially considering the large population of the area in which 
it is located (the City of Los Angeles has a population of over 3.8 million people). The project 
may indirectly induce population growth by creating new jobs during and after construction; 
however, these jobs would be temporary and would be expected to draw from the local work 
force. Therefore, the project’s potential to induce substantial population growth, either directly 
or indirectly, would be less than significant. 
 
b, c) The area to be developed under the project is located on already-developed land with no 
residential uses, and the project would not result in the displacement of housing or people. No 
impact would occur. 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  

a) Would the Project result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, or the need for 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services:     

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

 
a.i) The City of Los Angeles Fire Department would provide fire protection, paramedic and 
emergency medical technician services to the project site. The proposed project would 
incrementally increase the demand for such services; however, the site is within the existing 
service area of Fire Station #2, located at 1962 E. Cesar Chavez Avenue, located approximately 
one mile from the project site (City of Los Angeles Fire Department, April 2012). Also, the site 
has excellent access to medical facilities because it is immediately adjacent to LAC+USC 
Medical Center hospital. Because the project would not introduce a significant number of new 
persons to the site compared to the existing service population, and assuming compliance with 
Fire Department requirements, which is required under the City’s Municipal Code, 
development of the project would not be anticipated to affect fire protection and emergency 
medical services, including response times. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
a, ii) Due to the increased number of persons on the project site, the proposed project could 
incrementally increase demand for police protection services. However, the site is within the 
existing service area of the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), which provides police 
protection services to the area from the Hollenbeck Community Police Station located at 2111 E. 
First Street, located about 1.5 miles from the project site (City of Los Angeles Police Department, 
April 2012). Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to police protection services.  
 
a.iii, iv, v) The proposed project does not include residential development that would directly 
result in population increases or increased demand for schools, parks, or other facilities. As 
explained in Section XIII, Population and Housing, any indirect population growth induced by 
the project would be less than significant. The Wellness Center would be dedicated to health 
advocacy and education in the Boyle Heights District of Los Angeles and would thus increase 
educational opportunities in the area. The project’s impact on schools would therefore be 
beneficial. The project would incrementally increase the number of persons expected to be on 
the project site on a regular basis, but would not be expected to create the need for new 
recreational facilities, especially since the project itself includes recreational components that 
may help to satisfy the need for such facilities in the local community. The project site is also 
located near several public parks, including Hazard Park (located about ½ mile to the east), the 
State Street Recreation Center (located about ½ mile to the south), Lincoln Park (located about 
0.7 miles to the north), and Prospect Park (located about 1 mile to the southwest). The 
environmental impacts of the recreational components of the project are analyzed throughout 
this Initial Study. For these reasons, the project’s impacts related to the need for new schools, 
parks, or other facilities would be less than significant. 
 



LA+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab at General Hospital Project 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 

LACDC 
37  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

XV. RECREATION --  

a) Would the Project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?     

b) Does the Project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?     

 
 
a, b) The proposed project would incrementally increase the number of persons expected to be 
on the project site on a regular basis, but would not increase the use of recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would occur, especially since the 
project is not a residential use and itself includes recreational components that may help to 
satisfy the need for such facilities in the local community. The project site is also located near 
several public parks, including Hazard Park (located about ½ mile to the east), the State Street 
Recreation Center (located about ½ mile to the south), Lincoln Park (located about 0.7 miles to 
the north), and Prospect Park (located about 1 mile to the southwest). The environmental 
impacts of the recreational components of the project are analyzed throughout this Initial Study. 
This impact would be less than significant.  
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- 
Would the Project:  

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing a measure of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways, and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit?     

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?     

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks?     

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
use (e.g., farm equipment)?     

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, 
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise substantially decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities?     

 
a, b) Traffic trip generation for the proposed project would be incrementally higher than for the 
existing use on the project site. Due to the unique characteristics of the proposed land uses, 
project trip generation in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) performed for the project by 
Kunzman Associates, Inc. in May 2012 (Appendix C) was determined based directly on the 
number of employees and visitors expected to arrive and leave the site throughout the day. 
Based on this analysis, the proposed project is projected to generate approximately 1,590 daily 
vehicle trips, with 169 vehicles per hour occurring during the morning peak hour and 169 
vehicles per hour occurring during the evening peak hour. The TIA analyzed the impact of 
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these trips (the project) under the following traffic conditions: Existing Plus Ambient Growth 
Plus Project; and Opening Year (2013) With Project.  
 
In Los Angeles County, significant impacts are determined by comparing the Opening Year 
(2013) With Project scenario to the Opening Year (2013) Without Project scenario. The impact is 
considered significant if the project related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or 
exceeds the thresholds shown in Table 4. 
 

Table 4  

Significance Impact Threshold for Intersections 
 

Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 

D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 

E/F 0.91 – more 0.01 or more 

Source: Kunzman Associates, Inc., May 2012 

 
Table 5 depicts the Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic contribution at the study area 
intersections. As shown in Table 5, the proposed project does not significantly impact any of the 
study area intersections.  
 

Table 5  

Opening Year (2013) With Project Traffic Contribution 
 

 
Intersection 

 
Peak 

Hour 

Opening Year (2013) 

Without Project 
 

Opening Year (2013) With Project 

Intersection 

Capacity 

Utilization 

 
Level of 

Service 

Intersection 

Capacity 

Utilization 

 
Level of 

Service 

 
Project 

Impact 

 
Significant 

Impact
1 

State Street (NS) at: 

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 

 
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 

 
Morning 

Evening 

Morning 

Evening 

 
0.630 

0.545 

0.751 

0.737 

 
B 

A 

C 

C 

 
0.664 

0.579 

0.758 

0.757 

 
B 

A 

C 

C 

 
0.034 

0.034 

0.007 

0.020 

 
No 

No 

No 

No 

Cummings Street (NS) at 

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 
 
Morning 

Evening 

 
0.576 

0.515 

 
A 

A 

 
0.638 

0.583 

 
B 

A 

 
0.062 

0.068 

 
No 

No 

Chicago Street (NS) at: Charlotte 

Street (EW) - #6 

 
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 

 
Morning 

Evening 

Morning 

Evening 

 
0.384 

0.308 

0.609 

0.477 

 
A 

A 

B 

 A 

 
0.433 

0.365 

0.645 

0.501 

 
A 

A 

B 

 A 

 
0.049 

0.057 

0.036 

0.024 

 
No 

No 

No 

 No 

Source: Kunzman Associates, Inc., May 2012 

 



LA+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab at General Hospital Project 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 

LACDC 
40  

The TIA also found that the project site should provide sufficient parking spaces to meet 
County of Los Angeles parking code requirements in order to service on-site parking demand, 
and that, as is the case for any roadway design, the County of Los Angeles should periodically 
review traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to assure 
that traffic operations are satisfactory.  
 
Based on this analysis, the project would not significantly impact any of the study area 
intersections. Therefore, implementation of the project would result in an increase of traffic on 
roadways in the vicinity of the site, but the incremental increase in vehicle trips to the site 
would not substantially adversely affect the local circulation system. Because the project would 
not significantly affect the local circulation system, it would not conflict with any applicable 
plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, or conflict with a congestion management ordinance. This impact would be 
less than significant. 
 
c) As discussed in Section VIII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, given that the project site is not 
located within two miles of the nearest airport the project would not present any impediments 
to air traffic, and would therefore not affect air traffic patterns. Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 
 
d, e) The project site is currently accessible via Zonal Avenue and State Street, which would 
remain the access route to the project site after implementation of the project. None of the access 
roads feature hazardous designs such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. The proposed 
development would abide by all applicable County codes and regulations pertaining to 
emergency and evacuation plans maintained by the police and fire department in the County of 
Los Angeles. Zonal Avenue and State Street are currently available for emergency access and 
would remain so after completion of the project. Additionally, the project would not block any 
existing streets or emergency response routes. Therefore, the project would not create 
significant traffic safety hazards or adversely affect emergency access, and these impacts would 
be less than significant. 
  
f) The proposed project would not result in changes to the public transportation system that 
would conflict with adopted policies plans or programs. The project site is well served by 
multiple public transit lines, including a stop immediately in front of the site on State Street 
served by the DASH bus as well as Metro bus lines 605 and 620. Multiple other DASH and 
Metro bus lines have stops along Marengo Street and Mission Road within approximately ¼ 
mile of the project site. Additionally, as described in Section XIII, Population and Housing, no 
significant population increase would result from the project that would increase the burden on 
public transportation. Therefore, the project’s impact on public transit would be less than 
significant.  
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- 
Would the Project:  

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board?     

b) Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

c) Require or result in the construction of 
new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?     

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the Project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed?     

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the Project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the Project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?     

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?     

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?     

 
a, b, e) The proposed project would increase wastewater generation as compared to existing 
conditions. The project would lead to a maximum increase of 58 employees on the site, plus a 
maximum of approximately 80 persons attending group classes. The project site is located in an 
urban area that is currently served by wastewater infrastructure, and the project site was 
occupied by a much greater number of people when the former General Hospital was fully 
occupied. It is therefore expected that the current wastewater infrastructure would be adequate 
to accommodate the project. Any needed system improvements would be made in conjunction 
with site development. Therefore, the project’s impact on the wastewater system would be less 
than significant. 
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c) As discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would not change 
drainage patterns or substantially increase impermeable areas or runoff on the site. The project 
would not significantly increase stormwater runoff from the site, and would therefore also not 
substantially increase the amount of stormwater draining to local stormwater drainage facilities. 
The project would have a less than significant impact on such facilities. 
 
d) Water would be used to a limited, temporary extent during the construction phase of the 
project, and water use would increase during project operation due to the increased number of 
persons using the project site, and for landscape maintenance. The City has adopted several 
ordinances in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) in an effort to reduce water 
consumption. Specifically, the City of Los Angeles Plumbing Code (Chapter IX, Article 4, of the 
LAMC) incorporates by reference the California Plumbing Code, which establishes maximum 
flow rates for water fixtures. The City also adopted Ordinance No. 180,822, which establishes 
water efficiency requirements for new development and renovation of existing buildings and 
mandates installation of high efficiency plumbing fixtures in residential and commercial 
buildings. These requirements would reduce potential increases in water usage at the project 
site. Existing water supplies would therefore be sufficient to accommodate the project, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
f, g) Demand for landfill capacity is continually evaluated by Los Angeles County through 
preparation of the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) Annual 
Reports. The most recent CIWMP Annual Report is the 2011 CIWMP Annual Report that was 
completed by the County of Los Angeles in August 2012 and submitted to the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), now known as CalRecycle. CalRecycle is 
shorthand for the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, a new 
department within the California Natural Resources Agency that administers programs 
formerly managed by the State’s Integrated Waste Management Board and Division of 
Recycling. As with previous Annual Reports, the 2011 CIWMP Annual Report assesses future 
landfill disposal needs over a 15-year planning horizon, based in part on forecasted waste 
generation and available landfill capacity. Several factors are used in the 2011 CIWMP Annual 
Report to determine landfill capacity, including: (1) the expiration of various landfill permits (e.g., 
land use permits, waste discharge requirements permits, solid waste facilities permits, and air 
quality permits); (2) restrictions on the processing of waste generated outside given landfills’ 
jurisdictions and/or watershed boundaries; and (3) operational constraints. 
 
The 2011 CIWMP Annual Report states that, in 2011, residents and businesses in the County 
disposed of 8.22 million tons of solid waste at Class III landfills and transformation facilities 
located in and out of the County. In addition, the amount of inert waste disposed at permitted 
inert waste landfills totaled 71,854 tons. The total remaining permitted Class III landfill capacity 
in the County is estimated at 127 million tons as of December 31, 2011. Due to economic 
recession, increase in diversion rate, and advancements such as improved methods in 
compaction techniques, the remaining capacity of existing landfills is not being depleted as 
quickly as previously projected and therefore is anticipated to provide a longer lifespan; 
nevertheless, the remaining capacity of all existing Class III landfills in Los Angeles County 
amounts to 127 million tons, which falls short of the disposal capacity needed through the year 
2026. Future disposal needs can, however, be adequately met through the next 15 years through 
scenarios that include some combination of the following: (1) use of existing in-County Class III 
landfills and transformation facilities; (2) proposed expansion of in-County Class III landfill 

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile_report.asp?global_id=T0603700846
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2008/los08.pdf
http://www.quake.ca.gov/gmaps/ap/ap_maps.htm
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/shzp/Pages/Index.aspx
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/
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capacity through construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities; (3) use of out-of-
County landfills for disposal, including waste-by-rail facilities; (4) use of conversion technologies; 
(5) expansion of diversion infrastructure; and (6) maximization of waste reduction and recycling 
(County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, August 2012). 
 
Project-related demolition and construction activity would temporarily generate solid waste such 
as debris from building materials removed during remodeling and reconstruction of the inside of 
the General Hospital building. The project would also incrementally increase onsite solid waste 
generation compared to existing conditions during its operation. According to the State’s 
CalRecycle website, it is estimated that medical offices/hospitals generate 0.0108 tons of solid 
waste per square foot (sf) per year. At this rate, the approximately 65,000 sf of new uses involved 
with the proposed Wellness Center would generate 702 tons of solid waste per year. This amount 
of material would represent only 0.03% of the City’s overall waste stream, which averages 6,600 
tons per day or 2.4 million tons per year. Also, the City of Los Angeles currently diverts 62% of its 
solid waste, with a goal of achieving a 70% rate by 2015 (CoolCalifornia.org, April 2012). 
Therefore, given the information cited above relating to landfill capacity in the Los Angeles 
region, and the very small amount of solid waste generated by the project during its construction 
and operation compared to that capacity and the City’s overall waste stream, the project would 
significantly affect area landfills. The proposed Wellness Center and Incubator Lab would also 
participate in existing waste diversion and recycling programs, as described above. This would 
further reduce solid waste effects from the project. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE —  

a) Does the Project have the potential to 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2006-04-03_FINAL_CAT_REPORT_EXECSUMMARY.PDF
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2006-04-03_FINAL_CAT_REPORT_EXECSUMMARY.PDF
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/
http://lafd.org/find-a-fire-station/275-fire-station-locator
http://lafd.org/find-a-fire-station/275-fire-station-locator
http://www.amlegal.com/library/ca/losangeles.shtml
http://www.lapdonline.org/hollenbeck_community_police_station.
http://www.coolcalifornia.org/case-study/green-la-climate-action-plan-to-lead-nation
http://www.coolcalifornia.org/case-study/green-la-climate-action-plan-to-lead-nation
https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/CategoryDisplay
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE —  

b) Does the Project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)?     

c) Does the Project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly?     

 
a) As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
B-1 the project’s impacts on sensitive species or habitat would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. As discussed under Section V, Cultural Resources, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-4, the project’s potential impacts to 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
b) As discussed in Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic, the project would have less than 
significant impacts on the region’s circulation system. The project would not significantly affect 
the local circulation system; would not conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing a measure of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system; or conflict 
with a congestion management ordinance. Additionally, the project is consistent with the 
County’s General Plan and Zoning Code. Additionally, as discussed in Section XIII, Population 
and Housing, the project would not directly create population growth, and would not create or 
induce substantial population or job growth. The project would therefore be consistent with 
City and regional planning documents such as the City’s General Plan and growth forecasts 
developed by the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG). The cumulative 
impacts of growth are accounted for in these documents. Additionally, a review of EIRs for 
recently proposed developments near the project site, including the Convention and Event 
Center Project EIR (City of Los Angeles, August 2012) and the Boyle Heights Mixed Use 
Community Project EIR (City of Los Angeles, October 2011), do not reveal any projects 
proposed in sufficient proximity to the project site to create significant, cumulative effects in 
combination with the effects of the proposed project.  For example, these two EIRs show only 
one project (the Hollenbeck Police Station Replacement) within one mile of the project site, and 
fifteen projects within two miles of the project site, most of which are near the outside of this 
radius west of the Los Angeles River to the north and east of downtown Los Angeles. The 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would therefore be less than significant.  
 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/pd_alup.pdf
http://www.rivers.gov/rivers/california.php
http://www.aqmd.gov/rules/rulesreg.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtg15-web.pdf
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c) All potential environmental impacts of the project have been determined in this Initial Study 
to have no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with 
mitigation incorporated, and would therefore also not cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, the project would have a less than 
significant impact in this regard. 
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Wellness Center Site Plan

Source:  CHU+Gooding Architects, January 17, 2012.
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LACDC

Wellness Center First Floor Plan

Source:  CHU+Gooding Architects, March, 2012.
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Figure 6c
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Medical Incubator Lab Floor Plan

Source:  CHU+Gooding Architects, 
March, 2012.
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Vehicle Trips - WkDy trip rate was changed to reflect the Traffic Study for the project.

Land Use -

Project Characteristics -

South Coast Air Basin, Summer

LAC+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab

1.1 Land Usage

Medical Office Building 65 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

11

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

31

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

2.0 Emissions Summary

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Date: 9/25/2012CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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2011 151.10 43.52 26.52 0.04 5.80 2.72 7.68 2.90 2.72 4.78 0.00 4,091.79 0.00 0.53 0.00 4,102.86

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2011 151.10 43.52 26.52 0.04 5.90 2.72 7.78 2.90 2.72 4.78 0.00 4,091.79 0.00 0.53 0.00 4,102.86

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Mobile 7.95 17.41 76.29 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.92 0.14 0.59 0.74 10,326.68 0.58 10,338.94

Area 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 9.67 17.60 76.45 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.93 0.14 0.59 0.75 10,555.67 0.58 0.00 10,569.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Mobile 7.95 17.41 76.29 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.92 0.14 0.59 0.74 10,326.68 0.58 10,338.94

Area 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 9.67 17.60 76.45 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.93 0.14 0.59 0.75 10,555.67 0.58 0.00 10,569.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

Total 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 0.00 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

Total 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 0.00 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 1.87 1.87 1.87 1.87 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

Fugitive Dust 5.80 0.00 5.80 2.90 0.00 2.90 0.00

Total 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 5.80 1.87 7.67 2.90 1.87 4.77 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 1.87 1.87 1.87 1.87 0.00 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

Fugitive Dust 5.80 0.00 5.80 2.90 0.00 2.90 0.00

Total 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 5.80 1.87 7.67 2.90 1.87 4.77 0.00 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

Fugitive Dust 4.91 0.00 4.91 2.48 0.00 2.48 0.00

Total 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 4.91 1.55 6.46 2.48 1.55 4.03 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.05 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.42 0.01 89.54

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 0.00 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

Fugitive Dust 4.91 0.00 4.91 2.48 0.00 2.48 0.00

Total 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 4.91 1.55 6.46 2.48 1.55 4.03 0.00 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.20 2.15 1.35 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.00 0.07 0.07 297.26 0.01 297.47

Worker 0.14 0.14 1.61 0.00 0.27 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.01 0.01 234.73 0.02 235.05

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.34 2.29 2.96 0.00 0.37 0.09 0.46 0.00 0.08 0.08 531.99 0.03 532.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

Total 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.20 2.15 1.35 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.07 297.26 0.01 297.47

Worker 0.14 0.14 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 234.73 0.02 235.05

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.34 2.29 2.96 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.08 0.08 531.99 0.03 532.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 0.00 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

Total 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 0.00 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

Total 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.00 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

Total 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.00 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 145.31 0.01 145.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.56 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 281.19 0.05 282.25

Archit. Coating 150.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 151.07 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 281.19 0.05 282.25

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.71 0.00 44.77

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.71 0.00 44.77

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.71 0.00 44.77

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.71 0.00 44.77

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.56 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.00 281.19 0.05 282.25

Archit. Coating 150.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 151.07 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.00 281.19 0.05 282.25

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 7.95 17.41 76.29 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.92 0.14 0.59 0.74 10,326.68 0.58 10,338.94

Mitigated 7.95 17.41 76.29 0.10 10.30 0.62 10.92 0.14 0.59 0.74 10,326.68 0.58 10,338.94

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Medical Office Building 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Total 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 29.60 51.40 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

1946.44 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

1.94644 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

1.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation
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Vehicle Trips - WkDy trip rate was changed to reflect the Traffic Study for the project.

Land Use -

Project Characteristics -

South Coast Air Basin, Annual

LAC+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab

1.1 Land Usage

Medical Office Building 65 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

11

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

31

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

2.0 Emissions Summary

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Date: 9/25/2012CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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2011 1.41 3.51 2.40 0.00 0.02 0.24 0.26 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.00 334.21 334.21 0.05 0.00 335.33

Total 1.41 3.51 2.40 0.00 0.02 0.24 0.26 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.00 334.21 334.21 0.05 0.00 335.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2011 1.41 3.51 2.40 0.00 0.05 0.24 0.30 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.00 334.21 334.21 0.05 0.00 335.33

Total 1.41 3.51 2.40 0.00 0.05 0.24 0.30 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.00 334.21 334.21 0.05 0.00 335.33

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 142.50 0.00 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Mobile 1.09 2.50 10.90 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.00 1,258.16 1,258.16 0.08 0.00 1,259.76

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 568.49 568.49 0.01 0.01 570.44

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 69.45 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Total 1.40 2.53 10.93 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 142.50 1,896.10 2,038.60 8.76 0.02 2,226.37

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 142.50 0.00 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Mobile 1.09 2.50 10.90 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.00 1,258.16 1,258.16 0.08 0.00 1,259.76

Area 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 568.49 568.49 0.01 0.01 570.44

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 69.45 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Total 1.40 2.53 10.93 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 142.50 1,896.10 2,038.60 8.76 0.02 2,226.37

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 0.06 0.43 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 35.79 35.79 0.00 0.00 35.89

Total 0.06 0.43 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 35.79 35.79 0.00 0.00 35.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.24

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.24

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 0.06 0.43 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 35.79 35.79 0.00 0.00 35.89

Total 0.06 0.43 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 35.79 35.79 0.00 0.00 35.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.24

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 1.24

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 2.96

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 2.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 2.96

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 2.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.88 4.88 0.00 0.00 4.89

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 4.88 4.88 0.00 0.00 4.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.88 4.88 0.00 0.00 4.89

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 4.88 4.88 0.00 0.00 4.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.02 0.21 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 26.89 26.89 0.00 0.00 26.91

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.06 20.06 0.00 0.00 20.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.22 0.29 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 46.95 46.95 0.00 0.00 47.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 0.54 2.63 1.71 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 232.32 232.32 0.04 0.00 233.23

Total 0.54 2.63 1.71 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 232.32 232.32 0.04 0.00 233.23

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.02 0.21 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 26.89 26.89 0.00 0.00 26.91

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.06 20.06 0.00 0.00 20.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.22 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 46.95 46.95 0.00 0.00 47.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 0.54 2.63 1.71 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 232.32 232.32 0.04 0.00 233.23

Total 0.54 2.63 1.71 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 232.32 232.32 0.04 0.00 233.23

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.62

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.62

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.02 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.77 7.77 0.00 0.00 7.80

Total 0.02 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.77 7.77 0.00 0.00 7.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.02 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.77 7.77 0.00 0.00 7.80

Total 0.02 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.77 7.77 0.00 0.00 7.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.62

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.62

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28

Archit. Coating 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.75 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.19

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.19

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28

Archit. Coating 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.75 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 1.09 2.50 10.90 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.00 1,258.16 1,258.16 0.08 0.00 1,259.76

Mitigated 1.09 2.50 10.90 0.01 1.31 0.09 1.40 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.00 1,258.16 1,258.16 0.08 0.00 1,259.76

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Medical Office Building 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Total 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 29.60 51.40 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 530.58 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 530.58 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

710450 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

Total 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Medical Office 
Building

944450 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

Total 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

710450 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

Total 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.91 37.91 0.00 0.00 38.14

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



20 of 24

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Medical Office 
Building

944450 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

Total 530.58 0.01 0.00 532.30

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.2 Water by Land Use

Medical Office 
Building

8.15623 / 
1.55357

69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Total 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Mitigated 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Medical Office 
Building

8.15623 / 
1.55357

69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Total 69.45 0.25 0.01 76.82

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Unmitigated 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Mitigated 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

Medical Office 
Building

702 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Total 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Medical Office 
Building

702 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Total 142.50 8.42 0.00 319.35

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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Vehicle Trips - WkDy trip rate was changed to reflect the Traffic Study for the project.

Land Use -

Project Characteristics -

South Coast Air Basin, Winter

LAC+USC Wellness Center and Medical Incubator Lab

1.1 Land Usage

Medical Office Building 65 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

11

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.2

31

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

2.0 Emissions Summary

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Date: 9/25/2012CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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2011 151.10 43.53 26.46 0.04 5.80 2.72 7.68 2.90 2.72 4.78 0.00 4,079.67 0.00 0.53 0.00 4,090.74

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2011 151.10 43.53 26.46 0.04 5.90 2.72 7.78 2.90 2.72 4.78 0.00 4,079.67 0.00 0.53 0.00 4,090.74

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Mobile 8.23 18.89 76.38 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.93 0.14 0.60 0.74 9,603.62 0.59 9,616.09

Area 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 9.95 19.08 76.54 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.94 0.14 0.60 0.75 9,832.61 0.59 0.00 9,846.48

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Mobile 8.23 18.89 76.38 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.93 0.14 0.60 0.74 9,603.62 0.59 9,616.09

Area 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 9.95 19.08 76.54 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.94 0.14 0.60 0.75 9,832.61 0.59 0.00 9,846.48

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

Total 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2011

Off-Road 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 0.00 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

Total 5.76 43.43 25.53 0.04 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 0.00 3,946.48 0.52 3,957.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 1.87 1.87 1.87 1.87 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

Fugitive Dust 5.80 0.00 5.80 2.90 0.00 2.90 0.00

Total 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 5.80 1.87 7.67 2.90 1.87 4.77 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2011

Off-Road 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 1.87 1.87 1.87 1.87 0.00 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

Fugitive Dust 5.80 0.00 5.80 2.90 0.00 2.90 0.00

Total 4.41 35.63 20.13 0.03 5.80 1.87 7.67 2.90 1.87 4.77 0.00 3,253.39 0.40 3,261.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

Fugitive Dust 4.91 0.00 4.91 2.48 0.00 2.48 0.00

Total 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 4.91 1.55 6.46 2.48 1.55 4.03 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.97 0.01 82.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2011

Off-Road 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 0.00 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

Fugitive Dust 4.91 0.00 4.91 2.48 0.00 2.48 0.00

Total 3.65 29.52 16.68 0.03 4.91 1.55 6.46 2.48 1.55 4.03 0.00 2,689.97 0.33 2,696.86

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.21 2.26 1.48 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.00 0.07 0.07 295.19 0.01 295.41

Worker 0.15 0.16 1.51 0.00 0.27 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.01 0.01 215.17 0.01 215.47

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.36 2.42 2.99 0.00 0.37 0.09 0.46 0.00 0.08 0.08 510.36 0.02 510.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

Total 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.21 2.26 1.48 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.07 295.19 0.01 295.41

Worker 0.15 0.16 1.51 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 215.17 0.01 215.47

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.36 2.42 2.99 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.08 0.08 510.36 0.02 510.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Off-Road 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 0.00 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

Total 5.35 26.32 17.07 0.03 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.92 0.00 2,561.58 0.48 2,571.67

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

Total 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2011

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.00 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

Total 3.39 20.73 12.30 0.02 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.00 1,712.73 0.30 1,719.12

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 0.94 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 133.20 0.01 133.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.56 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 281.19 0.05 282.25

Archit. Coating 150.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 151.07 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 281.19 0.05 282.25

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.98 0.00 41.04

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.98 0.00 41.04

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.98 0.00 41.04

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.98 0.00 41.04

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2011

Off-Road 0.56 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.00 281.19 0.05 282.25

Archit. Coating 150.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 151.07 3.37 1.98 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.00 281.19 0.05 282.25

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 8.23 18.89 76.38 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.93 0.14 0.60 0.74 9,603.62 0.59 9,616.09

Mitigated 8.23 18.89 76.38 0.09 10.30 0.63 10.93 0.14 0.60 0.74 9,603.62 0.59 9,616.09

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Medical Office Building 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Total 1,589.90 582.40 100.75 2,413,750 2,413,750

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 29.60 51.40 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

1946.44 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Medical Office 
Building

1.94644 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

Total 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 228.99 0.00 0.00 230.39

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

1.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation
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16 May 2012

Prepared by: Prepared for:

 Rincon Consultants, Inc.

 180 N. Ashwood Avenue

 Ventura, CA 93003



 Executive Summary

This report was prepared for the purpose of assisting the County of Los Angeles in their compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it relates to historic resources, in connection with proposed 
modifications to the LAC+USC Medical Center located at 1200 N. State Street, Los Angeles for reuse as a Well-
ness Center, Fitness Park and Incubator Lab. [Figure 1]

A determination will be made as to whether adverse environmental impacts on historic resources, as defined 
by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, may occur as a consequence of the proposed project, and recommend the 
adoption of mitigation measures, as appropriate. 

This report was prepared by San Buenaventura Research Associates of Santa Paula, California, Judy Triem, His-
torian; and Mitch Stone, Preservation Planner, for Rincon Consultants, Inc., and is based on a field investiga-
tion and research conducted in April and May 2012. The conclusions contained herein represent the profes-
sional opinions of San Buenaventura Research Associates, and are based on the factual data available at the 
time of its preparation, the application of the appropriate local, state and federal regulations, and best pro-
fessional practices.

Summary of Findings

The property evaluated in this report was previously found to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Conse-
quently, the property is a historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed project was found to partially 
conform with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and consequently to have the potential to have a sig-
nificant adverse impact on a historic resource. Mitigation measures were recommended to reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. These mitigation measures require the project to be found to be in substantial 
conformance with the Secretary’s Standards prior to the issuance of building permits, to provide for construc-
tion monitoring, documentation of alterations, and the interpretation of the resource. 
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Figure 1. Project Location [Source: USGS 7.5’ Quadrangle, Los Angeles, CA, 1966 rev. 1981]



1. Administrative Setting

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires evaluation of project impacts on historic resources, 
including properties “listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Re-
sources [or] included in a local register of historical resources.” A resource is eligible for listing on the Cali-
fornia Register of Historical Resources if it meets any of the criteria for listing, which are:

1.  Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of Califor-
nia’s history and cultural heritage;

2.  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3.  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or rep-

resents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC 

§5024.1(c))

By definition, the California Register of Historical Resources also includes all “properties formally determined 
eligible for, or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places,” and certain specified State Historical Land-
marks. The majority of “formal determinations” of NRHP eligibility occur when properties are evaluated by the 
State Office of Historic Preservation in connection with federal environmental review procedures (Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966). Formal determinations of eligibility also occur when prop-
erties are nominated to the NRHP, but are not listed due to a lack of owner consent.

The criteria for determining eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) have been 
developed by the National Park Service. Eligible properties include districts, sites, buildings and structures,

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that rep-

resent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

According to the NRHP standards, in order for a property which is found to significant under one or more of 
the criteria to be considered eligible for listing, the “essential physical features” which define the property’s 
significance must be present. The standard for determining if a property’s essential physical features exist is 
known as integrity, which is defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance.” The integrity 
evaluation is broken down into seven “aspects.” 

The seven aspects of integrity are: Location (the place where the historic property was constructed or the 
place where the historic event occurred); Design (the combination of elements that create the form, plan, 
space, structure, and style of a property); Setting (the physical environment of a historic property); Materials 
(the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and in a particular 
pattern or configuration to form a historic property); Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafts of a 
particular culture or people during any given period of history or prehistory); Feeling (a property’s expression 
of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time), and; Association (the direct link between an 
important historic event or person and a historic property).

The relevant aspects of integrity depend upon the NRHP criteria applied to a property. For example, a property 
nominated under Criterion A (events), would be likely to convey its significance primarily through integrity of 



location, setting and association. A property nominated solely under Criterion C (design) would usually rely 
primarily upon integrity of design, materials and workmanship. The California Register regulations include 
similar language with regard to integrity, but also state that “it is possible that historical resources may not 
retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register, but they may still be eligible 
for listing in the California Register.” Further, according to the NRHP guidelines, the integrity of a property 
must be evaluated at the time the evaluation of eligibility is conducted. Integrity assessments cannot be 
based on speculation with respect to historic fabric and architectural elements which may exist but are not 
visible to the evaluator, or on restorations which are theoretically possible but which have not occurred. (CCR 
§4852 (c))

The minimum age criterion for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) is 50 years. Properties less than 50 years old may be eligible for listing on the 
NRHP if they can be regarded as “exceptional,” as defined by the NRHP procedures, or in terms of the CRHR, 
“if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance” (Chapter 
11, Title 14, §4842(d)(2))

Historic resources as defined by CEQA also includes properties listed in “local registers” of historic properties. 
A “local register of historic resources” is broadly defined in §5020.1 (k) of the Public Resources Code, as “a 
list of properties officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant 
to a local ordinance or resolution.” Local registers of historic properties come essentially in two forms: (1) 
surveys of historic resources conducted by a local agency in accordance with Office of Historic Preservation 
procedures and standards, adopted by the local agency and maintained as current, and (2) landmarks desig-
nated under local ordinances or resolutions. These properties are “presumed to be historically or culturally 
significant... unless the preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or 
culturally significant.” (PRC §§ 5024.1, 21804.1, 15064.5) 

2. Impact Thresholds and Mitigation

According to the Public Resources Code, “a project that may cause a substantial change in the significance of 
an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” The Public Re-
sources Code broadly defines a threshold for determining if the impacts of a project on a historic property will 
be significant and adverse. By definition, a substantial adverse change means, “demolition, destruction, relo-
cation, or alterations,” such that the significance of a historical resource would be impaired. For purposes of 
NRHP eligibility, reductions in a property’s integrity (the ability of the property to convey its significance) 
should be regarded as potentially adverse impacts. (PRC §21084.1, §5020.1(6))

Further, according to the CEQA Guidelines, “an historical resource is materially impaired when a project... 
[d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource 
that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the Cali-
fornia Register of Historical Resources [or] that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical re-
sources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical re-
sources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public 
agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is 
not historically or culturally significant.” 

The lead agency is responsible for the identification of “potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant 
adverse changes in the significance of an historical resource.” The specified methodology for determining if 
impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels are the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treat-
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ment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating His-
toric Buildings (1995), publications of the National Park Service. (PRC §15064.5(b)(3-4))

3. Historical Setting

The LAC+USC Medical Center represents the third generation of hospital buildings constructed on this site in 
the Lincoln Heights section of Los Angeles. The first was operated by the Sisters of Charity out of an adobe 
building located on Mission Road, beginning in 1858. This land was purchased by Los Angeles County and in 
1879 expanded as the Los Angeles County Hospital and Poor Farm, a haphazard collection of wood-frame 
buildings. The county began to replace these inadequate facilities with larger masonry hospital buildings in 
1897. Construction of the new hospital continued through 1904. Between 1909 and 1920 several medical 
buildings, wards and an administration building were added. A freestanding Communicable Diseases building 
was constructed in 1924, and an Osteopathic Unit completed in 1928.

Despite the ongoing expansion program, the county’s rapid population growth during the regional boom of the 
1920s continued to outstrip the hospital’s capacity. By the early 1920s planning was already underway for 
much larger facilities, now known as Los Angeles County General Hospital. With the passage of a bond meas-
ure in 1923, additional land was purchased, and the county hired the Allied Architects Association of Los An-
geles as the new hospital’s designers. Formed in 1921 for the purpose of designing public buildings, this team 
of prominent Los Angeles architects included G. Edwin Bergstrom, Myron Hunt, F. Pierpont Davis, Sumner P. 
Hunt, and William Richards. The monumental high-rise, thirteen-story concrete and steel hospital building 
they designed for the hillside site towered over the eastern side of the city. It was said to be the largest of its 
kind west of Chicago.

Construction began in March 1927. Nearly seven years of construction was required before the hospital could 
be dedicated in April 1934. The immense size of the facility was perhaps not the only reason for the lengthy 
construction schedule. The building of the hospital occurred simultaneously with the colossal failure of the 
county’s San Gabriel Dam project. This equally-ambitious public works project was abandoned in 1929 amid 
corruption charges and a substantial loss of county funds. In this environment the county continued to be 
dogged by public complaints and doubts even as the hospital project moved towards completion. The final 
cost of construction was close to $13 million, substantially in excess of the original budget of $8 million, and 
required far longer than the two years originally forecasted for completion.

Seven new building were added to the hospital campus between 1951 and 1965. In 1968 the facility’s name 
was changed to Los Angeles County/University of Southern California Medical Center, to formally reflect the 
close working relationship between the county and the university that began decades earlier.

4. Eligibility of Historic Resources

National and California Registers: Significance, Eligibility and Integrity

The former General Hospital-Acute Unit building was determined eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) in a survey conducted in 1976 by Dennis Smith and Tom Sitton of the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum. In 1994 Historic Resources Group acting on behalf of the California State 
Historic Preservation Officer found a number of buildings on the hospital grounds to be NRHP eligible and 
referred to the 1976 determination for the eligibility of the General Hospital-Acute Unit. In 1999 Melon and 
Associates prepared a NRHP Eligibility and Finding of Effects Report for the LAC+USC Medical Center (former 
General Hospital) Replacement Hospital. Their analysis found the former General Hospital to be eligible for the 
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NRHP, apparently on the basis of the prior determinations of eligibility. Mellon and Associates added the for-
mer Payroll and Quality Assurance Buildings (single-story buildings flanking the hospital entrance forecourt) 
and the Entrance Forecourt to the buildings and structures on the property eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

The NRHP eligibility criteria were not cited in any of these reports, but based on the historical discussions it 
would appear that eligibility under Criterion A (association with historical events) could be supported. Further 
based on what is known about the architects, and the prominence of this building with the Los Angeles archi-
tectural scheme of the 1920s and 1930s, it appears that eligibility under Criterion C (embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that represent the work of a master) could also 
be supported for this property.

The hospital sustained extensive structural and non-structural damage in the 1994 Northridge earthquake. In 
lieu of rehabilitation, financial assistance was allocated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
to the County of Los Angeles for replacement of the damaged hospital facilities and a plan for reuse and pro-
tective storage of the historic building.

The Reuse and Protective Storage Plan (RPSP) was put in place for the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospi-
tal in 2010 (Ken Kurose Architect with Chattel Architecture, 2010). This plan included a comprehensive survey 
of the building’s interior that addressed the historic integrity by evaluating the circulation space, interior 
space and materials of each wing. The significance of the wings was then determined by looking at unique 
spaces and character-defining features. A summary of the significance and integrity of the hospital interior 
was made for each floor and wing of the hospital as well as guidelines for the reuse of the building.

5. Project Description and Impacts

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation

In reference to mitigating impacts on historic resources, the CEQA Guidelines state: 

Where maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or recon-
struction of the historical resource will be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, the project's impact on the 
historical resource shall generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not 
significant. (PRC §15126.4 (b)(1)) 

These standards, developed by the National Park Service, represent design guidelines for carrying out historic 
preservation, restoration and rehabilitation projects. The Secretary’s Standards and the supporting literature 
describe historic preservation principles and techniques, and offers recommended means for carrying them 
out. Adhering to the Standards is the only method described within CEQA for reducing project impacts on his-
toric resources to less than significant and adverse levels.

Project Description for LAC+USC Wellness Center at General Hospital: Phase I Nonprofit Partners

The new LAC+USC Wellness Center is a consortium of non-profit organizations housed in level one of the 
LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital. It plans to occupy 40,000 square feet of space in the southwest 
quadrant on the first level of the General Hospital building. The Wellness Center will occupy wings 100, 200, 
portions of wings 400 and 600 as well as one outbuilding at the southwest corner of the site along State 
Street Plaza identified as Building 837.
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The areas to be renovated for the new uses include the former pharmacy and private office suites in wing 100; 
intensive care, psychiatric, physical emergency services, and private office suite functions in wing 200 prior to 
the decommissioning of the General Hospital building. Also included are a portion of wing 400 that previously 
housed the Doctor’s Dining Room and a portion of wing 600 that previously held the Central Discharge func-
tion. Building 837 currently houses administrative office space and storage functions. [Figure 2]

Proposed Changes, Survey Status and Impacts

A. Alteration of Lobby/Reception Area

 Two alterations are proposed within the lobby/reception area. The first is the removal of the covered re-
ception area along the eastern wall. A second proposed alteration to this area is the utilization of the 
space behind the reception desk as circulation into the former pharmacy space to the east. This circula-
tion plan calls for the creation of new door openings in the existing terrazzo-clad wall located within the 
narrow hallway behind the reception area. Original floor plans for the building show that the original U-
plan reception desk was located in front of the two fluted pilasters, with the terrazzo-clad wall forming 
its backdrop. The narrow hallway behind the pilasters was not utilized historically as public circulation. A 
tall mechanical case clock hangs on the terrazzo-clad wall. [Photos 1, 2]

 Impact Discussion. The highly decorated entrance lobby is described in the RPSP as possessing unique 
spaces and character-defining features with high integrity. It appears that the upper portion of the 
existing reception desk was an alteration to this space that is out of character with the historic de-
sign of the lobby area, and its removal would provide a benefit to the design integrity of this space. 
However, the lower portion of the reception desk faced in black marble or terrazzo appears to be 
original historic fabric. The terrazzo-clad wall behind the reception area and the case clock are also 
character-defining features of the historic space. 

 According to the RPSP guidelines for significant spaces:

• Ensure historic fabric is not removed or destroyed within spaces so these areas maintain a high 
level of integrity. 

 Further, the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
recommends “Identifying, retaining, and preserving a floor plan or interior spaces that are important 
in defining the overall historic character of the building. This includes the size, configuration, propor-
tion, and relationship of rooms and corridors; the relationship of features to spaces; and the spaces 
themselves such as lobbies, reception halls, entrance halls, double parlors, theaters, auditoriums, and 
important industrial or commercial spaces.”

 Consequently, the proposed removal of the original portions of the reception desk, part of the 
terrazzo-clad wall, and presumably also the clock, to accommodate new doorways, and the introduc-
tion of public circulation through a historically non-public space would not conform to the Secretary’s 
Standards or the RPSP guidelines. Routing public circulation for the proposed use through the build-
ing’s historic north and south lobby corridors would conform to the Secretary’s Standards. See Mitiga-
tion Measures A-1, A-2 and A-4.
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Figure 2. Locations of Proposed Uses and Modifications, First Floor



B. Conversion of Pharmacy to Public Lobby: Wing 100

 The existing former hospital pharmacy space features an irregular plan and double height ceilings. Pro-
posed changes include:

1. Removal of portion of north wall to add a connection to the main entrance lobby. A portion of the 
terrazzo wall panel will be removed to create the recessed entry.

2. Removal of wall panels on south side of pharmacy at end of main corridor. This will also include the 
removal of the intervening hallway and room 1125A with terrazzo wainscot in order to provide a direct 
connection to the main corridor. Also, two additional walls will be removed in the pharmacy waiting 
room 1048. Any removed terrazzo will be salvaged and stored for reuse. [Photos 3, 4]

 Impact Discussion. The pharmacy was found in the RPSP to have high significance and high overall 
integrity. The space is open and interspersed by four square columns extending to the ceiling above 
the second level. Along the walls are shelving and other fixtures and some terrazzo wainscoting. One 
stairway accesses a second-floor mezzanine and it will be removed. There is a second entrance to the 
mezzanine in the corridor. The historic entry to the pharmacy is via a short corridor nearly aligned 
with the main east-west corridor. 

 The removal of a portion of the north wall to connect to the main entrance lobby is discussed in the 
previous section under Alteration of Lobby/Reception Area.

 The removal of walls and wainscoting on south side of pharmacy in main east/west corridor to create 
a new entry for the new use will result in the removal of historic fabric in an area with high integrity 
and high significance. The proposed plan to conform the new entrance to the Secretary’s Standards 
includes designing the new corridor opening the standard width and height of other corridor openings; 
to continue the terrazzo wainscoting around the corners into the new corridor and to add the double 
door openings at the end of the corridor to retain the same profile as other door openings within the 
corridor. 

 According to the RPSP guidelines:

• [With respect to the Pharmacy] Maintain high-volume space with second floor gallery spaces.

• Ensure historic fabric is not removed or destroyed within spaces so these areas maintain a high 
level of integrity. 

• Maintain historic circulation patterns throughout the building, including not only public circulation 
spaces but also circulation pattern between rooms.

 The two interior walls in the pharmacy waiting room proposed to be removed do not appear on the 
1930 building plans. The interior space in the survey was ranked as having moderate integrity. Conse-
quently, its removal would be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards. Presumably, all of the furni-
ture and fixtures related to the previous use of this space as a pharmacy will be removed. It appears 
that no cabinets or furnishings in the pharmacy interior are character-defining. The only extant his-
toric features are the terrazzo wainscoting and the metal railing around the gallery area. The interior 
stairway is not a historic feature, nor are any of the partitions in the mezzanine. The proposed plan 
appears to conform to the Secretary’s Standards. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-2 and A-4.
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C. Filling Rehabilitation Pool: Wing 100

 The pool is proposed to be filled and converted into a combination planter and fountain. The tiled deck 
and existing coping around the pool are proposed to be retained. [Photo 5]

 Impact Discussion. The rehabilitation pool is located in an outdoor courtyard enclosed by building 
walls on all four sides. This space is identified in the RPSP as having high significance and high integ-
rity. However, this space appears on the 1930 building plans as a courtyard without a pool, so the 
date of construction of the pool is presently unknown. The rectangular tile pool features ladders, tile 
coping and tile walkway on all four sides. Narrow concrete block planters are located along some of 
the walls. 

 According to the RPSP guidelines:

• If pool is infilled, retain and interpret tiled edge and surrounding decorative tiling.

• Ensure historic fabric is not removed or destroyed within spaces so these areas maintain a high 
level of integrity. 

 Based upon the assessment of the RPSP, the pool is a significant feature. While filling of the pool 
would appear to a non-reversible alteration to a character-defining feature and inconsistent with the 
Standards, this alteration was anticipated by the RPSP with the interpretation condition. See Mitiga-
tion Measure A-1, A-2 and A-4.

D. Wing 100: Creation of New Corridor, Circulation Spaces and Offices

 A new corridor is proposed to be constructed and three rooms will be removed (1120, 1120A, 1120B) ad-
jacent to the rehabilitation pool. Adjacent to this corridor, a recessed entry and double doors are planned 
to be removed and a new wall added in its place. Offices will be rehabilitated along a side corridor in 
rooms 1112D, 1112E, 1112F through K, 1114, and 1116. [Photos 6-8]

 Impact Discussion. This area was identified in the RPSP as possessing high significance, high overall 
integrity and moderate interior integrity. The room interiors exhibit moderate integrity. Their character 
defining features include the terrazzo wainscoting and window sills, curved wall bases and rounded 
wall edges on some of the walls. This wainscoting is proposed to be retained on the walls that remain, 
and where removed, will be salvaged to be used in other areas of the building when needed. Where 
they exist these character defining features will remain on the interior facing side of the corridor wall 
as well as interior face of exterior walls. 

 According to the RPSP guidelines:

• Ensure historic fabric is not removed or destroyed within spaces so these areas maintain a high 
level of integrity. 

• Maintain historic circulation patterns throughout the building, including not only public circulation 
spaces but also circulation pattern between rooms.

 A finding of consistency with the RPSP and the Standards is dependent on treatment. Maximum reten-
tion of existing doors, transoms and other features is consistent with the Standards, relocating and 
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removing would not be consistent. An alternate treatment of the double doors that would be more 
consistent with Standards is relocating the doorway closer to the corridor, retaining the curved wall 
features and the existing double doors in the new location. This alternate treatment would be consis-
tent with the Secretary’s Standards. See Mitigation Measure A-1, A-2 and A-4.

E. New Exterior Entry Door: Wing 100

 A new double door is proposed to replace two double-hung steel sash windows on the building’s south 
elevation in order to accommodate a primary entrance for the new use. The entrance will be located at 
the end of the interior north-south corridor. The removal of the two existing original steel sash windows 
will include saw cutting the existing board formed concrete wall between them and underneath each of 
their sills. A new steel sash storefront will be installed in its place that will not exceed the outside profile 
of the two windows. The new painted steel sash storefront will be differentiated from the adjacent fenes-
tration both in the section of the mullion assembly as well as in the pattern of the mullions within that 
assembly. The double door will measure 6’-0” wide by 7’-0”. [Photo 9]

 Impact Discussion. The Secretary’s Standards advises against removing windows that are important in 
defining the historic character of the building. However, in this case, the windows are not located on 
a primary elevation and two of the four windows on this elevation will remain. 

 When adding new entrances to historic buildings, the Standards recommend that, “a new entrance 
should be simple in design; it should not appear historic; it should blend in with the historic facade; 
and it should be unobtrusive and modestly scaled. Adding a new entryway on a secondary elevation of 
a building should not give that elevation excessive prominence, nor should it ‘reorient’ the building or 
detract from the historic entrance. In other words, the historic front of the building should still read 
clearly as the primary entrance.” (ITS Number 22 Interpreting The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation)

 In order for this alteration to be consistent with the Standards, the new door should be in character 
with the building, but also be read as an alteration in the manner in which it is detailed. Its position 
should be in character with that of existing openings and it should have a depth and profile similar to 
the adjacent windows or to those doors seen historically on the building. See Mitigation Measures A-1 
and A-4.

F. Corridor Special Features: Wing 100

 The hospital Post Office is located in the north/south corridor, just off the main corridor. Built-in mail-
boxes are located in the corridor and within two alcoves off the corridor. The mailboxes in the corridor are 
original faced in brass or other alloy, and the mailboxes in the alcoves are non-original in steel or alumi-
num. According to the 1930 building plans, the alcoves and mailboxes are original to the building. Mail-
boxes and mail windows facing the main and secondary corridors are proposed to be preserved, although 
the boxes within the alcoves and the alcoves themselves will be removed. The new walls enclosing the 
former mailbox alcove locations will be recessed slightly from the corridor wall. [Photo 10]

 Additional character defining features in this area include the wood-framed, glass-covered enclosed bulle-
tin boards located in various locations throughout the corridors. The original perforated metal grilles cov-
ered radiator niches in many locations. These should also be regarded as character-defining features. 
[Photos 11, 12]
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 Impact Discussion. The RPSP survey did not address the mail boxes, mail box alcoves, radiators, grills 
or bulletin boards. However these appear to be original, character-defining features of the building. 
Removing these features entirely would be inconsistent with the Standards. Maintaining the corridor 
mailboxes and representing the locations of the alcoves with recessed walls accommodates the new 
use while preserving evidence of the historic functions, as encouraged by the Standards. See Mitiga-
tion Measures A-1 and A-4.

G. Former Intensive Care and Psychiatric Unit, Physical Emergency Unit and Offices: Wing 200

 Proposed changes include removing the H-shaped corridor and creating new corridors for new office uses. 
The H-shaped corridor that served rooms 1200B, 1201, 1203, 1205, 1235A, 1231A and 1635 retained 
moderate circulation integrity. Terrazzo wainscot material will be maintained or salvaged for potential 
reuse from this area in compliance with low circulation integrity guidelines.

 Impact Discussion. This wing was evaluated in the RPSP as having a low overall integrity rating, high 
significance and moderate circulation integrity. The only remaining original character-defining fea-
tures within the H-shaped corridor is the terrazzo wainscoting along the walls in the circulation 
spaces, which will be removed. The portion of the corridor to be removed was not part of the 1930 
plan for the building; its date of construction is not known. The RPSP does not specifically address 
areas with low overall integrity and moderate circulation integrity, except to state that “alterations to 
low integrity wings shall not adversely impact overall building integrity.” According to the RPSP 
guidelines for theses areas:

• Remove and store for potential later use salvageable historic fabric uncovered during renovation.

 This portion of the proposed project appears to conform to the RPSP and the Secretary’s Standards.

H. Doctor’s Dining Room: Wing 400

 Located off the main east-west corridor, the Doctor’s Dining Room is proposed to be converted to a dem-
onstration kitchen. 

 Impact Discussion. This area was evaluated as low overall integrity, low interior and materials integ-
rity, and a moderate circulation integrity rating in the RPSP. It has been extensively altered and ex-
hibits no character-defining features except the three telephone booths and the laundry chute. These 
features are proposed to be retained. This portion of the proposed project appears to conform to the 
RPSP and the Secretary’s Standards.

I. Central Discharge Unit: Wing 600

 Located off the main east-west corridor, the Central Discharge Unit will be altered to house dental clinic 
offices. 

 Impact Discussion. This area was rated as low overall integrity with a high circulation integrity, mod-
erate interior integrity and a low materials integrity by the RPSP. No extant character-defining fea-
tures are present within the existing space. This portion of the proposed project appears to conform to 
the RPSP and the Secretary’s Standards, provided the entry doors to main corridor are not altered.
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J. Administration Corridor: Wing 100

 The administration corridor runs north and south providing circulation space to several wings. Several 
changes are planned for this area:

1. Replace the existing corridor separation wall and existing windows and single door with metal double 
doors and sidelights. 

2. Retain six historic doors and transoms and replace plaster walls above wainscoting with single pane 
aluminum windows. 

3. Two historic doors and transoms will be removed to accommodate hallway windows above the terrazzo 
wainscoting. 

4. The original lighting method in the first floor central corridor will be identified and evaluated not only 
as to the feasibility of its replacement or with a closely matched original. Existing heating units, ceil-
ing mounted clocks, and the westernmost set of extant historic mail slots will be maintained in their 
current locations. 

5. Painted wainscoting in this area is proposed to be restored to original finish.

 Impact Discussion. The Administration Corridor in Wing 100 was rated high integrity in the RPSP. The 
extant character defining features include terrazzo wainscoting along walls, original doors and tran-
soms, rounded corners and curved doorway bases. According to the RPSP guidelines:

• Ensure historic fabric is not removed or destroyed within spaces so these areas maintain a high 
level of integrity. 

• Maintain historic circulation patterns throughout the building, including not only public circulation 
spaces but also circulation pattern between rooms.

 To comply with the RPSP and the Secretary’s Standards, the following design measures should be in-
corporated into the project in this area:

1. The new design for the corridor separation wall should reflect the dimensions and door and window 
configuration of the existing separation wall.

2. Windows should duplicate the window and transom configuration and dimensions found in adjacent 
corridor (e.g. Room 1112J).

3. Doors to be closed should be left in place and made non-serviceable (by removing hardware if re-
quired), similar to door treatments proposed in main corridor. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-2 
and A-4

K. Washrooms: Wings 100 and 200

 A total of 18 non-ADA washrooms exist within wings 100 and 200, many with the original fixtures and 
tile and terrazzo on floors, walls and partitions. The restrooms were given a high rating of integrity in the 
the RPSP. [Photos 13a,13b] 
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 Impact Discussion. The proposed plan is to remove the two doctor’s restroom (men’s and women’s) 
adjacent to Room 1108 and enlarge and convert them into ADA-compliant restrooms by incorporating 
Room 1108 into the space. All of the fixtures, terrazzo wall, floor and partitions would be removed 
and salvaged and stored for possible reuse. The proposed plan also calls for the conversion of 18 small 
restrooms within offices in wings 100 and 200 to storage space. The original floor and wall tile will be 
retained, but the restroom fixtures, including sinks and toilets are proposed to be removed, salvaged 
and stored for possible reuse. 

 According to the RPSP, guidelines for spaces with high integrity:

• Retain important furniture, fixtures, or hardware that contributes to the integrity of an interior 
space. Such items include but are not limited to original nurse’s stations in patient wings, cabi-
netry, faucets, sinks and urinals. If removal is absolutely necessary, they should be salvaged and 
stored for possible later use.

 The removal of original terrazzo walls, floors and partitions, sinks and toilet fixtures does not conform 
to the intent of the Secretary’s Standards or the RPSP guidelines, as these alteration do not appear to 
be absolutely necessary, particularly to accommodate the proposed storage use for the small 
restrooms. An approach more in conformance with the Standards is leaving historic features in place 
and protecting them from damage in situ if a finding of absolute necessity cannot be made. See Miti-
gation Measures A-1, A-2 and A-4.

L. Buildings 837 and 838

 Buildings 837 and 838 are located in the hospital forecourt adjacent to State Street. The two identical 
buildings are separated by a large courtyard featuring planting wells and mature trees. Building 837 
originally housed the Payroll and Quality Assurance operations but has seen a variety uses over time, gen-
erally as offices. The new proposed use is for the YMCA non-profit program and will include two multi-
purpose rooms, corridor with storage, and a restroom. Work proposed includes the removal and reconfigu-
ration of non-historic building partitions. The original arched wall assembly on the interior of the build-
ing will be retained. [Photo 14]

 Impact Discussion. Buildings 837 and 838 were not included in the RPSP survey. The buildings were 
determined eligible for listing on the NRHP in 1999 by Mellon and Associates, along with the fore-
court. Buildings 837 and 838 retain their exterior integrity and should be rated as high. A major 
character-defining feature in each building is the arched wall assembly containing a round arched 
entry with two rectangular openings on either side. This feature will be retained. The proposed activi-
ties appear to conform with the Secretary’s Standards.

M. Main East-West Corridor

 The main east-west corridor in wings 100, 200, 400 and 600 was rated in the RPSP survey as high integ-
rity rating in three wings and moderate integrity rating in one wing. The only alterations planned in the 
East-West Corridor is in wing 200, which received a moderate integrity rating. Five existing historic doors 
will be retained but closed and their hardware removed. 

 Impact Discussion. Closing the historic doors but allowing them to remain in place conforms with the 
Secretary’s Standards.
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Project Description for Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area at General Hospital

The Wellness Center Park and Fitness Area will occupy the exterior spaces of the southwest quadrant of level 
one wings 100, 200, portions off wings 400 and 600 as well as the space exterior to the two outbuildings of 
the northwest and southwest corners of the site along State Street Plaza, identified as Building 837 and 838 
within the State Street Plaza main entrance courtyard. Building 838, at the northwest corner of the State 
Street forecourt, is currently used for administration and storage functions. The new use proposed is a public 
restroom and office space. These buildings were reviewed under the Wellness Center. ADA parking and a new 
ADA ramp will be located north of the building within the existing parking area. [Figure 3]

The RPSP did not include Buildings 837 and 838 or any of the landscape and courtyards surrounding the Gen-
eral Hospital building. The main forecourt on State Street and the two adjacent buildings 837 and 838 were 
found eligible for listing on the NRPH in a report prepared by Mellon and Associates in 1999. Original photo-
graphs of the General Hospital taken shortly before its dedication in 1933 show the extent of the landscape 
features and the dramatic forecourt with its formal layout. Side courtyards were designed to compliment the 
forecourt. These features included a broad walkway leading up to a series of steps and terraces culminating at 
the grand entrance to the building. The lower forecourt features symmetrically placed planters with circular 
tree wells. Half circular walls at the end of the forecourt before the staircase form apses (semicircular re-
cesses) on each side. The spaces feature cypress trees planted against the wall. The surface of the forecourt 
and side courtyards feature a pebbly texture with subtle cut-in geometric designs. [Historic Photos 1 and 2]

The side courtyards, located to the north and south of the main entry are characterized by similar hardscape 
features, should be considered significant elements of the overall landscape plan. At present, no landscape 
architect has been identified for the design of the hardscape surrounding the building. It is highly probable 
that the original landscape and hardscape was designed by a member of the Allied Architects Association 
team. 

A significant historic designed landscape that is associated with an important architect and whose aesthetic 
values play an important role in the designed landscape shall follow the specific guidelines for their treatment 
available in The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. Guidelines that apply in this case include:

• The character of a cultural landscape is defined by its spatial organization and land patterns; features 
such as topography, vegetation, and circulation; and materials, such as an embedded aggregate pave-
ment.

• When alterations to a cultural landscape are needed to assure its continued use, it is most important 
that such alterations do not radically change, obscure, or destroy character-defining spatial organiza-
tion and land patterns or features and materials.

• The installation of additions to a cultural landscape may seem to be essential for the new use, but it 
is emphasized in the Rehabilitation guidelines that such new additions should be avoided, if possible, 
and considered only after it is determined that those needs cannot be met by altering secondary, i.e., 
non-character defining, spatial organization and land patterns or features. If, after a thorough evalua-
tion of alternative solutions, a new addition is still judged to be the only viable alternative, it should 
be planned, designed, and installed to be clearly differentiated from the character-defining features, 
so that these features are not radically changed, obscured, damaged, or destroyed. (U.S. Department 
of the Interior, 50-54)
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Figure 3. Locations of Proposed Landscape and Hardscape
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Historic Photo 1. Hospital viewed from air. Source: Spence Airplane Photos, dated 1-16-1930. LAC+USC 

Medical Center, Medical Photography.



Historic Photo 2. Hospital and Forecourt, viewed from southwest. Source and date unknown, but 

probably circa 1940.



Proposed Changes and Impacts

A. State Street Level Forecourt

 The conceptual plan for the forecourt includes removing the existing bus shelter in order to open the view 
from State Street to the main historic west entrance facade. On either side of the main axis will be new 
planters and sheltered seating areas where the bus shelter is currently located. A “splash pad” water fea-
ture is proposed for the forecourt. These proposed projects would remove up to 900 square feet of the 
existing forecourt hardscape. The date of construction of the bus shelter is uncertain, but the available 
historical evidence suggests that it was added to the forecourt between circa 1959 and circa 1965. The 
RPSP did not address the forecourt area. [Photo 15]

 Impact Discussion. The bus shelter was not part of the original hospital design, and does not appear 
to contribute to the significance of the property; therefore, its removal would not be considered in-
consistent with the Standards if any damage to the aggregate pavement during removal is repaired in-
kind. 

 The removal of 900 square feet of existing forecourt hardscape to accommodate the splash pad would 
be inconsistent with the Secretary’s Standards. However, alternate locations in already damaged area, 
such as the bus shelter location, may be consistent with the Standards provided the new feature con-
forms to the historic character of the forecourt. [Photo 16]

  If new features such as planters and seating areas are designed in conformance with the Standards in 
terms of materials, scale and features, and they are not permanently attached or affixed, these altera-
tions could be regarded as conforming with the Standards. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-3 and A-4.

 It is proposed that the forecourt will include shaded seating areas, benches, additional trees, landscape 
planters and play equipment. 

 Impact Discussion. If new features such as landscape planters, trees, benches, play equipment are 
designed in conformance with the Standards in terms of materials, scale and features, no existing 
hardscape will be removed, and they are not permanently attached or affixed, then these alterations 
could be regarded as conforming with the Standards.

 A handicap ramp is proposed to be added north of Building 837 within the existing parking area at a 
lower level than the building. The exterior space south of the Southwest building is proposed to be ex-
panded to serve as half-court basketball court and soccer practice square within the forecourt. An ADA 
ramp connecting the State Street Court and Main Terrace level is proposed along the south edge of the 
retaining wall of the main terrace. This ramp will be designed and implemented according to the Secre-
tary’s Standards. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-3 and A-4.

 Impact Discussion. The handicapped ramps should be designed in conformance with the Secretary’s 
Standards in terms of their massing, size, scale, materials and features, and be located where they will 
minimize their impacts on historic features.

 A half-court basketball court is proposed within the forecourt in the space where the temporary trailer is 
located, south and east of Building 838. This area of the forecourt contains a half-circular wall ringed 
with cypress trees, a historic feature that lost integrity with the addition of the temporary office trailer. 
[Photo 17]
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 Impact Discussion. The removal of the trailer will provide the opportunity to restore this feature; how-
ever, the construction of the basketball court would likely require alterations to the hardscape of the 
forecourt. The basketball court and soccer practice square should be designed in conformance with the 
Secretary’s Standards in terms of their size, scale, materials and features, and be located where they 
will minimize their impacts on historic features. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-3 and A-4.

 The decorative wrought iron fence and posts extending across the middle of the courtyard is a historic 
feature. The project proposes to move it closer to the street where it will serve as a barrier from the 
street and enlarge the forecourt. [Photo 18]

 Impact Discussion. If the relocation of the fence can be accomplished without damage to the fence, 
posts and hardscape, and if this feature is reinstalled in an architecturally suitable location, then this 
activity would conform to the Standards. See Mitigation Measures A-1, A-3 and A-4.

 Raised planter beds are proposed to be located on either side of the main west entrance facade on the 
terraces north and south of the entrance doors.

 Impact Discussion. The proposed planters on the main terrace adjacent to the entrance would reduce 
the integrity of the forecourt’s historic design. Moving the planters to a non-character-defining area 
would conform to the Standards. If moving them is not feasible then the new features should be de-
signed in conformance with the Standards in terms of materials, scale and features. If no existing 
hardscape will be removed, and they are not permanently attached or affixed, then these alterations 
could be regarded as conforming with the Standards. See Mitigation Measure A-4.

B. Formal Courtyard South of the Main Entrance Terrace

 This courtyard is also part of the original landscape design and features a central circular element and 
bordered along the edges with planters in symmetrical geometric designs as well as pebbled surfaces. The 
space is primarily planted with olive trees and boxed hedges. The proposed changes include new trees, 
planter areas, a linear shade structure along the southern border, additional benches, elements of the 
fitness trail and exterior lighting. [Photo 19]

 Impact Discussion. If the landscape planters, trees, benches, play equipment are designed in confor-
mance with the Standards in terms of materials, scale and features, no existing hardscape will be re-
moved, and they are not permanently attached or affixed, then these alterations could be regarded as 
conforming with the Standards. The cypress and olive trees appear to be original landscape features. If 
any historic landscape materials are removed, they should be replaced in kind. See Mitigation Meas-
ures A-3 and A-4.

C. Secondary Courtyard

 Behind the formal courtyard south of the main entrance terrace is a secondary, more informal courtyard. 
This area is partially enclosed by walls and features a diagonal concrete sidewalk connecting it with the 
driveway along the southern side of the building. The main features of this courtyard are the lawn and 
several mature palm trees. At least two of the palms are proposed for removal in order to create a new 
exterior entrance. A new sidewalk will be constructed leading up to the entrance. The only historic fea-
tures of this courtyard appear to be the mature palms. [Photo 20]
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 Impact Discussion. If the palm trees are transplanted to another nearby area, this proposed activity 
will conform to the Standards.

D. Small Courtyard

 The small courtyard, located south of the formal courtyard in the above mentioned subsection, is en-
closed between the hospital building and outside walls. Its only feature is a concrete diagonal sidewalk 
that leads to an entrance at the southwest corner of the building. On each side of the concrete sidewalk 
are mature camellia shrubs. This area is proposed to be used as a children’s and family waiting area. The 
existing concrete path and vegetation would be removed and new landscaping including a combination of 
concrete, decomposed granite and rubber fall resistant surfacing installed. [Photo 21]

 Impact Discussion. This area has no extant historic features.

E.  Fire Lane and Sidewalk at Southern End of Hospital

 This asphalt roadway behind the hospital features a row of ficus trees on one side and a row of olive trees 
on the other, against the building. The area is partially dirt and concrete, interspersed with trees. Some 
benches and tables are located in this area. The proposed project would be retrofitted to include LID ele-
ments to capture rainwater and run off, an improved fire lane and adjacent path, exercise elements, seat-
ing, lighting and public art as well as interpretive signage related to the Hospital and Wellness Center. 
[Photo 22]

 Impact Discussion. This element of the project would conform to the Standards if the olive trees are 
not removed, and if any must be removed, are replaced in kind. The ficus trees do not appear to be 
historic features, so their removal would not be inconsistent with the Standards. See Mitigation Meas-
ures A-3 and A-4.

Project Description for LAC+USC Medical Center Incubator Lab

The new LAC+USC Incubator Lab tenant improvement project is planned to occupy approximately 20,000-
25,000 square feet of space on the second level of the LAC+USC Medical Center General Hospital building. The 
lab will occupy a portion of wings 2000 and 3100 in the southwest quadrant of level two. For purposes of the 
RSPS survey, these wings are given different numbers which will be used when discussing each of the five 
areas proposed to be changed. [Figure 4]

The area intended to be altered to house the new incubator lab comprises five distinct spaces that most re-
cently served various laboratory functions prior to the decommissioning of the General Hospital building. The 
conceptual plan for the incubator lab reduces the five previous labs down to two modern labs and two office 
support spaces. The five existing lab spaces, including the names of the former, uses are:

1. Emergency Chemistry Lab (Rooms 2141, 2145, 2309, 2311)

2. Accessioning Lab/Laboratory (Rooms 2014, 2014A, 2014B, 2014D, 2016 and in-lab offices A through E)

3. Parasitology Lab (Room 2012)

4. Lab Central Receiving Annex (Room 2136)

5. Mycology Lab (Room 2018)
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Survey Status, Proposed Changes and Impacts

A. Corridors/circulation space

 The main east-west corridor, a non-public space, was rated as having a moderate level of integrity in the 
RPSP survey. Terrazzo wainscoting is found on the southern wall, and none on the northern wall. Existing 
double doors located in the corridor are planned to be replaced with security doors. A new entry door is 
also proposed on the south wall of the corridor in the elevator lobby.

 Changes to the north/south corridor include cutting two new door openings, removing interior windows 
along the west side of the north/south corridor and possibly adding interior windows to the south wall of 
the existing Mycology Lab space. This corridor is not original to the building and is categorized in the 
RPSP survey as having low significance, low integrity and possessing no extant features.

 Impact Discussion. The double doors in the east-west corridor will be replaced with security doors. 
Retrofitting the original doors for security instead of replacement is a preferred approach under the 
Standards. If retrofitting is infeasible, the new doors should retain the size, dimensions and materials 
of the original doors. The proposed new door in the east west corridor will remove a small portion of 
terrazzo wainscoting but no other character defining features. If the new doorway retains the size, 
dimensions and materials of the original doors, then this alteration will conform with the Standards. 
The proposed new doors and windows in the north/south corridor and on the south wall of the exist-
ing Mycology Lab is not a Secretary’s Standards conformance issue since these corridors are relatively 
new and were found to possess low significance and low integrity in the RPSP. See Mitigation Meas-
ures A-1 and A-4.

B. Emergency Chemistry Lab: Wing 100

 The conceptual design plan is to replace existing lab space with a Chemistry and Instrument Lab, so no 
change in use/function of the space is anticipated. Planned changes to the lab are currently unknown. 
Note: An apparent error in the RPSP survey listed the survey findings for this wing under wing 300. This 
wing has a ranking of low interior and materials integrity with no extant features.

 Impact Discussion. No extant character-defining features will be impacted.

C. Accessioning Lab/Laboratory/Parasitology Lab: Wing 000b

 The conceptual plan for the incubator lab is to convert these multiple lab spaces into one Biology Lab. As 
the existing spaces were most recently used as lab spaces, there will be no change in use or function. 
Information provided by County Public Works stated that the lab was last remodeled in the early 1970s 
when it was changed from desk/record space to laboratory uses. No description of modifications to the 
interior have been provided.

 The RPSP survey lists this area in Wing 000b as low rating in both significance and integrity with no ex-
tant character defining features.

 Impact Discussion. No extant character-defining features will be impacted.
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D. Lab Central Receiving Annex: Wing 100

 The Lab Central Receiving Annex will be modified to accommodate the central office for the incubator lab 
project changing it from a functioning lab to an office space. Specific alterations to accommodate the 
new use have not been provided. The RPSP survey rated the area of moderate significance and moderate 
circulation integrity but low for interior and materials integrity and without character defining features. 
The lab was last remodeled in the 1970s. The northern wall of the lab central receiving annex features 
terrazzo wainscoting along the adjacent corridor but not within the interior of the space. The conceptual 
design does not appear to impact the corridor area.

 Impact Discussion. No extant character-defining features will be impacted.

E. Mycology Lab: Wing 000b

 The mycology lab space will be converted into shared office space and is included in Wing 000b. No pro-
ject description of alterations to this lab space was provided. The RPSP survey rated this wing as low sig-
nificance and low integrity in circulation, interior and materials, and with no character defining features.

 Impact Discussion. No extant character-defining features will be impacted.

Summary Discussion for Purposes of CEQA

The following is a discussion of the proposed project activities evaluated in terms of their conformance with 
the Secretary’s of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. It should be understood that the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards are descriptive, not proscriptive in nature. They are intended to provide for a range of de-
sign solutions to any given rehabilitation, not to enforce a specific or uniform approach to any given design 
problem involving historic resources. The Standards are written purposefully to be interpreted both by archi-
tects and decision-makers. Accordingly, multiple design solutions can properly be supported by the applica-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The highly interpretative nature of the Standards provides 
ample grounds for differences of opinion, between professionals who are familiar with their application, and 
members of the public. Note also that not every standard necessarily applies to every aspect of a project, nor 
is it necessary to comply with every standard to achieve conformance.

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to 
the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

 Discussion. Although the building will be rearranged internally to a notable degree, the historic medical 
activities associated with the property will be retained. Consequently, the project conforms to the general 
principle stated in the Secretary’s Standards, by which is understood that entirely new uses of historic 
buildings (often called “adaptive reuse”) is a less desirable alternative for historic buildings than the 
continuation of its historic uses, which tend to minimize the degree to which alterations will be required.

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or 
alterations of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

 Discussion. The proposed alterations will result in the removal of a significant quantity of historic build-
ing fabric and the reconfiguration of both historic and non-historic spaces. The Secretary’s Standards en-
courage the retention of historic features which contribute to the interpretation of the significance of a 
historic property. Interior features that have already been significantly altered in use and configuration 
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should be regarded as having no character-defining qualities. However a number of features that reflect 
original spatial elements and contribute to the interpretation of the property’s historic design and use 
will be altered or removed, particularly within the lobby and the forecourt. The alteration or removal of 
these feature does not conform with the Secretary’s Standards admonition against the removal of historic 
features and spaces which characterize a property.

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that create a false 
sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.

 Discussion. In general, it does not appear on a whole that conjectural design features are proposed to be 
added to the historic property. However, the proposed plan calls for the removal of doors and the con-
tinuation of the historic wainscoting utilized throughout the building over these former door openings. It 
is generally preferable in terms of the Standards to leave historic door openings in place where they ex-
isted historically, and to avoid the reproduction of architectural features that did not exist in those loca-
tions historically.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own right 
shall be retained and preserved.

 Discussion. All decisions to add, remove or restore architectural features of a historic property should be 
based on a predetermined historic period of significance for the property. In general, activities that re-
move features that may not be original but have acquired significance should be regarded as consistent 
with this provision of the Secretary’s Standards. Previous surveys and determinations of eligibility have 
not established a period of significance for this building. It is apparent that both the internal plan and 
features of the building have been altered considerably, and that a great many of these alterations oc-
curred after the building design was completed (1930) and more than fifty years ago (1962).

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a 
historic property shall be preserved.

 Discussion. As in Standard 4, above, alterations to the property should be based on the historic period of 
significance, such that the specific distinctive features can be preserved. To the extent these features will 
be retained where feasible, and appropriately preserved, restored, or replaced, this activity conforms to 
the Secretary’s Standards.

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration re-
quires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and 
other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated 
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

 Discussion. For the most part, the implementation of this measure will by necessity occur as the need 
arises during construction, and should be regarded as a general condition of approval.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not be 
used. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken.

 Discussion. See the discussion of Standard 5, above.
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8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such resources 
must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

 This Standard is not applicable to this project.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that 
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with 
the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.

 Discussion. In general, the proposed new exterior alterations are minimal and compatible with the his-
toric building and successfully reflect the scale and materials of the historic building.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if re-
moved in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be 
unimpaired.

 Discussion. To the greatest extent feasible, alterations to historic buildings to accommodate new uses 
should be reversible. Some of the proposed alterations, such as the filling of the Rehabilitation Pool, the 
removal of original restroom fixtures, and the elimination of door openings, are non-reversible and conse-
quently inconsistent with this Standard. Additionally, in general, alterations to historic fabric should be 
documented with photographs and measured drawings, as appropriate.

Summary Conclusion

This project as currently represented by its conceptual design does not fully conform with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, in particular standards 2 and 10. Consequently, it should be regarded as having a signifi-
cant and adverse impact on a historic resource. This impact is mitigable to a less than significant level.

6. Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

A principle of environmental impact mitigation is that some measure or combination of measures may, if in-
corporated into a project, serve to avoid or reduce significant and adverse impacts to a historic resource. 

The demolition of a historic property cannot be seen as conforming with the Secretary of the Interior’s Stan-
dards. Therefore, the absolute loss of a historic property should generally be regarded as an adverse environ-
mental impact which cannot be mitigated to a less than significant and adverse level. Further, the usefulness 
of documentation of a historic resource, through photographs and measured drawings, as mitigation for its 
demolition, is limited by the CEQA Guidelines, which state:

In some circumstances, documentation of an historical resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs 
or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resource will not mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur. (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4 (b)(2)) 

Implied by this language is the existence of circumstances whereby documentation may mitigate the impact 
of demolition to a less than significant level. However, the conditions under which this might be said to have 
occurred are not described in the Guidelines. It is also noteworthy that the existing CEQA case law does not 
appear to support the concept that the loss of a historic resource can be mitigated to less than adverse im-
pact levels by means of documentation or commemoration. (League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural 
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and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland [1997] 52 Cal. App. 4th 896; Architectural Heritage Association v. 
County of Monterey [2004] 19 Cal. Rptr. 3d 469)

Taken in their totality, the CEQA Guidelines require a project which will have potentially adverse impacts on 
historic resources to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, in order for the impacts to be miti-
gated to below significant and adverse levels. However, CEQA also mandates the adoption of feasible mitiga-
tion measures which will reduce adverse impacts, even if the residual impacts after mitigation remain signifi-
cant. Means other than the application of the Standards would necessarily be required to achieve this level of 
mitigation. In determining what type of additional mitigation measures would reduce impacts to the greatest 
extent feasible, best professional practice dictates considering the level of eligibility of the property, as well 
as by what means it derives its significance. 

Mitigation programs for impacts on historic resources tend to fall into three broad categories: documentation, 
design and interpretation. Documentation techniques involve the recordation of the site according to ac-
cepted professional standards, such that the data will be available to future researchers, or for future restora-
tion efforts. Design measures could potentially include direct or indirect architectural references to a lost his-
toric property, e.g., the incorporation of historic artifacts, into the new development, or the relocation of the 
historic property to another suitable site. Interpretative measures could include commemorating a significant 
historic event or the property’s connection to historically significant themes. 

Discussion

This property has been determined to be eligible for the NRHP, and it derives its significance and eligibility 
for these listings primarily from its historical and architectural importance. The proposed project will result in 
significant alterations to this design. Therefore, a mitigation program should emphasize design, interpretive 
and documentation measures. 

The following measures should to be incorporated into the mitigation program for this project:

A. Design

1. The applicant shall engage a preservation consultant meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Profes-
sional Qualifications Standards in Architectural History or Historic Architecture to review design devel-
opment drawings and construction documents. The preservation consultant shall participate in design 
collaboration with the project architect as needed to ensure plans conform with the Secretary’s Stan-
dards and meet the requirements of the Reuse and Protective Storage Plan, and shall prepare a report 
evaluating plans for conformance with the Secretary’s Standards. The report shall be reviewed and ap-
proved by the County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office prior to the issuance of building permits 
for the proposed project.

2. Historic fabric shall be retained and removed only when absolutely necessary to accommodate a new 
use, particularly with respect to the lobby, restroom and forecourt areas. Otherwise, historic features 
should be retained in situ and protected from damage as needed. Repairs to historic fabric shall con-
form to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and utilize historically appropriate materials and fin-
ishes. New features shall be compatible with the massing, size and scale of historic features.

3. The restoration or replication of historic features and elevations, where proposed, shall be based on 
documentary evidence of the original design of these features.
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4. To the extent it is technically and environmentally feasible, historic hardscape and landscape features 
shall be retained, and where required, repaired or restored. Restoration should be based upon docu-
mented evidence of historic landscape materials. Where extant plantings from the period of historic 
significance are to be removed, they shall be relocated where feasible, or replaced in-kind, or with 
compatible, suitable substitute plant materials. 

B.  Documentation

  Prior to the alteration of significant interior or exterior features, the applicant shall, in consultation with 
a qualified historic preservation professional, produce a documentation survey of those features. This 
documentation shall include high resolution photographs of the significant features or elevations to be 
altered. The documentation package shall be archived at an appropriate location determined by the 
County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office.

C.  Interpretation

 In consultation with a qualified historic preservation professional, the applicant shall produce an inter-
pretive plan for the property for display in a permanent, publicly accessible site or sites. Displayed mate-
rials may include photographs (current and historic) and written materials describing and interpreting the 
historical and architectural themes associated with the property.

D.  General Provisions

 A qualified historic resources professional shall be present on-site during demolition and construction 
activities to ensure the preservation of historic interior and exterior building elements.

Impact After Mitigation: Adverse, but less than significant.
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Photo 1. Lobby area and front desk. [4-17-2012]

Photo 2. Wall to rear of front desk. [4-17-2012]



Photo 3. Entry hallway to Pharmacy area and Post Office. [4-17-2012]

Photo 4. Interior of Pharmacy. [4-17-2012]



Photo 5. Rehabilitation Pool. [4-17-2012]

Photo 6. Detail of terrazzo wainscoting and window sill in office. [4-17-2012]



Photo 7. Entry corridor and double-doors proposed for removal. [4-17-2012]

Photo 8. Office corridor. [4-17-2012]



Photo 9. Location of new entry. [4-17-2012]

Photo 10. Mail boxes and Post Office window. [4-17-2012]



Photo 11. Wood-framed bulletin board. [4-17-2012]

Photo 12. Radiator niche and grille. [4-17-2012]



Photo 13a. Restroom interior. [4-17-2012] Photo 13b. Doctors Men’s Restroom interior. 

[5-9-2012]

Photo 14. Building in Forecourt. [5-9-2012]



Photo 15. Bus shelter, forecourt. [5-9-2012]

Photo 16. Forecourt, viewed towards west. [5-9-2012]

Photo 17. Forecourt, viewed towards south. [5-9-2012]



Photo 18. Decorative fence, forecourt. [5-9-2012]

Photo 19. Formal courtyard south of main entrance. [4-17-2012]

Photo 20. Secondary courtyard adjacent to formal courtyard. [4-17-2012]



Photo 21. Small enclosed courtyard south of main entrance. [4-17-2012]

Photo 22. Fire lane and sidewalk at south end of hospital. [4-17-2012]
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LAC+USC Incubator Lab & Wellness Center 
 

Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report contains the traffic impact analysis for the LAC+USC Incubator Lab & Wellness Center 
project.  The project site is located south of Zonal Avenue between State Street and Cummings 
Street on County of Los Angeles owned property, but within the city limits of the City of Los 
Angeles.  The proposed project consists of the rehabilitation and occupation of the vacant Los 
Angeles County General Hospital.  The first and second floors of the vacant Los Angeles County 
General Hospital will be partially occupied by the proposed Wellness Center and Incubator 
Laboratory. 
 
The traffic report contains documentation of existing traffic conditions, traffic generated by the 
project, distribution of the project traffic to roads outside the project, and an analysis of future 
traffic conditions.  Each of these topics is contained in a separate section of the report.  The first 
section is “Findings”, and subsequent sections expand upon the findings.  In this way, information 
on any particular aspect of the study can be easily located by the reader. 
 
Although this is a technical report, every effort has been made to write the report clearly and 
concisely.  To assist the reader with those terms unique to transportation engineering, a glossary 
of terms is provided within Appendix A. 



I. Findings  
 

 
This section summarizes the existing traffic conditions, project traffic impacts, and the proposed 
mitigation measures. 
 
A. Definition of Deficiency and Significant Impact 

 
The following definitions of deficiencies and significant impacts have been developed in 
accordance with the County of Los Angeles requirements: 
 

The definition of an intersection deficiency has been obtained from the County of Los 
Angeles Congestion Management Program.  The Congestion Management Program 
states that peak hour intersection operations of Level of Service E or better are 
generally acceptable, except where base year Level of Service is worse than Level of 
Service E.  Therefore, any intersection operating at Level of Service E to F will be 
considered deficient. 

 
In Los Angeles County, the impact is considered significant if the project related increase in 
the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections 
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 
E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more 

 
B. Existing Traffic Conditions 
 

1. The study area includes the following intersections: 
 

State Street (NS) at: 
 Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 
 Marengo Street (EW) - #2 
 
Project West Access (NS) at: 
 Zonal Avenue (EW) - #3 
 
Project East Access (NS) at: 
 Zonal Avenue (EW) - #4 
 
Cummings Street (NS) at: 
 Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 
 
Chicago Street (NS) at: 
 Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 
 Marengo Street (EW) - #7 

 

2



 

3

2. The study area intersections currently operate at Levels of Service B or better during 
the peak hours for existing traffic conditions (see Table 1). 
 

C. Traffic Impacts 
 

1. The LAC+USC Wellness Center and Incubator Lab project will rehabilitate and occupy 
the first and second levels, respectively, of the vacated Los Angeles County General 
Hospital.  The proposed project consists of approximately 40,000 square feet of 
Wellness Center and up to 25,000 square feet of biotechnology incubator laboratory. 
 

2. The proposed development is projected to generate approximately 1,590 daily vehicle 
trips, 169 vehicles per hour will occur during the morning peak hour and 169 vehicles 
per hour will occur during the evening peak hour. 
 

3. The study area intersections are projected to operate at Levels of Service B or better 
during the peak hours for Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic conditions (see Table 4). 
 

4. The study area intersections are projected to operate at Levels of Service B or better 
during the peak hours for Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions 
(see Table 5). 
 

5. The proposed project does not significantly impact any of the study area intersections 
for Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions (see Table 6). 
 

6. The study area intersections are projected to operate at Levels of Service B or better 
during the peak hours for Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions (see 
Table 8). 
 

7. The study area intersections are projected to operate at Levels of Service C or better 
during the peak hours for Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions (see 
Table 9). 

 
8. The proposed project does not significantly impact any of the study area intersections 

for Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions (see Table 10). 
 

D. Recommendations 
 

1. The project site should provide sufficient parking spaces to meet County of Los Angeles 
parking code requirements in order to service on-site parking demand. 
 

2. As is the case for any roadway design, the County of Los Angeles should periodically 
review traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to 
assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 



II. Congestion Management Program Methodology 
 

 
This section discusses the County Congestion Management Program.  The purpose, prescribed 
methodology, and definition of a significant traffic impact are discussed. 
 
A. County Congestion Management Program 

 
The Congestion Management Program is a result of Proposition 111 which was a statewide 
initiative approved by the voters in June 1990.  The proposition allowed for a nine cent per 
gallon state gasoline tax increase over a five year period. 
 
Proposition 111 explicitly stated that the new gas tax revenues were to be used to fix 
existing traffic problems and was not to be used to promote future development.  For a city 
to get its share of the Proposition 111 gas tax, it has to follow certain procedures specified 
by the State Legislature.  The legislation requires that a traffic impact analysis be prepared 
for new development.  The traffic impact analysis is prepared to monitor and fix traffic 
problems caused by new development. 
 
The Legislature requires that adjacent jurisdictions use a standard methodology for 
conducting a traffic impact analysis.  To assure that adjacent jurisdictions use a standard 
methodology in preparing traffic impact analyses, one common procedure is that all cities 
within a county, and the county agency itself, adopt and use one standard methodology for 
conducting traffic impact analyses. 
 
Although each county has developed standards for preparing traffic impact analyses, traffic 
impact analysis requirements do vary in detail from one county to another, but not in 
overall intent or concept.  The general approach selected by each county for conducting 
traffic impact analyses has common elements. 
 
The general approach for conducting a traffic impact analysis is that existing weekday peak 
hour traffic is counted and the percent of roadway capacity currently used is determined.  
Then growth in traffic is accounted for and added to existing traffic and the percent of 
roadway capacity used is again determined.  Then the project traffic is added and the 
percent of roadway capacity used is again determined.  If the new project adds traffic to an 
overcrowded facility, then the new project has to mitigate the traffic impact so that the 
facility operates at a level that is no worse than before the project traffic was added. 
 
If the project size is below a certain minimum threshold level, then a project does not have 
to have a traffic impact analysis prepared, once it is shown or agreed that the project is 
below the minimum threshold. If a project is bigger than the minimum threshold size, then 
a traffic impact analysis is required. 
 

B. Prescribed Methodology for a Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
The traffic impact analysis must include all monitored intersections to which the project 
adds traffic above a certain minimum amount.  In Los Angeles County, the monitored 
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intersections are contained in Appendix A of the Congestion Management Program for the 
County of Los Angeles. 
 
In Los Angeles County, the minimum project added traffic that is needed before an 
intersection has to be studied is if the project adds 50 two way trips in either the morning 
or evening weekday peak hour. 
 
If a project adds more traffic than the minimum threshold amount to an intersection, then 
that intersection has to be analyzed for deficiencies. 
 
If the intersection has to be analyzed for deficiencies, then mitigation is required if the 
existing traffic plus anticipated traffic growth plus project traffic does cause the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization to go above a certain point. 
 
In Los Angeles County, the impact is considered significant if the project related increase in 
the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections 
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 
E/F 0.91 – more 0.01 or more 

 
An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization so that it is below the level that occurs without the project. 
 
In Los Angeles County, the technique used to calculate Intersection Capacity Utilization is as 
follows.  Lane capacity is 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour of green time for through and 
turn lanes, except that a capacity of 2,880 vehicles per lane per hour of green time is used 
for dual turn lanes.  A total yellow clearance time of 10 percent is added. 
 
Due to the unique characteristics of the proposed land uses, trip generation for the project 
was determined based directly on the number of employees and visitors expected to arrive 
and leave the site throughout the day as described in the project description (Section III).  
The project traffic distribution is provided by the reviewing agency or is agreed to in 
advance of the traffic impact analysis being prepared.  The traffic impact analysis has to be 
prepared by a licensed Traffic Engineer. 
 
This traffic analysis has been prepared in accordance with the traffic impact analysis 
requirements except as noted.  The traffic impact analysis not only examined the 
Congestion Management Program system of roads and intersections, but also other roads 
and intersections. 
 
The project generated traffic was added to intersections, and a full intersection analysis was 
conducted, even when the project added traffic failed to meet the minimum thresholds that 
require an intersection analysis. 
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C. Mitigation Measures 
 
If a project is large enough to require that a traffic impact analysis be prepared, and if the 
project adds traffic to an intersection above a minimum threshold, and if the intersection is 
operating at above an acceptable level of operation, then the project must mitigate its 
traffic impact. 
 
Traffic mitigation can be in many forms including adding lanes.  Lanes can sometimes be 
obtained through restriping or elimination of parking, and sometimes require spot roadway 
widening. 



III. Project Description 
 

 
This section discusses the project’s location and proposed development.  Figure 1 shows the 
project location map and Figure 2 illustrates the proposed floor plans. 
 
A. Location 

 
The project site is located south of Zonal Avenue between State Street and Cummings 
Street on County of Los Angeles owned property, but within the city limits of the City of Los 
Angeles. 
 

B. Proposed Project 
 
The LAC+USC Wellness Center and Incubator Lab project will rehabilitate and occupy the 
first and second levels, respectively, of the vacated Los Angeles County General Hospital. 
 
The Wellness Center is a consortium of non-profit organizations dedicated to health 
advocacy and education in the Boyle Heights District of Los Angeles.  The proposed 
Wellness Center will consist 19 office suites, 4 shared conference rooms, and 4 shared 
multi-purpose rooms.  It will be operated by up to 15 non-profit groups with approximately 
15-30 employees total.  For purposes of this traffic analysis, a maximum likely of 30 
employees is assumed.  The Wellness Center will include a demonstration kitchen, a dental 
clinic, a computer lab, an auditorium, and a large class/conference room to be used for 
group classes and health advocacy programs.  Group classes will be approximately 20 
people.  The exact schedule of group classes has not yet been determined, however, for 
purposes of this traffic analysis a maximum likely of 4 simultaneous group classes occurring 
8 times per day is assumed.  Group classes may or may not be scheduled during the peak 
traffic hours, however, to analyze a conservative scenario in terms of traffic, a maximum 
likely of 4 classes is assumed to begin and end during the morning and evening peak hours, 
respectively. 
 
The second level of the vacated Los Angeles County General Hospital will be rehabilitated to 
provide up to 25,000 square feet of biotechnology incubator laboratory.  The laboratory will 
be staffed by 4 full time equivalent employees and includes space for up to 20 start-up 
companies with 2 full time equivalent employees each.  For purposes of this traffic analysis, 
a maximum likely of 44 full time equivalent employees is assumed.  To analyze a 
conservative scenario in terms of traffic, all employees are assumed to arrive and leave 
during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively.  In reality, the laboratory is a 24 
hour operation and employees may arrive and depart at various times throughout the day. 
 
The proposed project will also include improvements to the exterior area including the 
addition of gardens, a tot lot, a picnic area, fitness and trail area, and bike racks.  These 
amenities are intended to support the Wellness Center, but will be open the public.  Due to 
the nature and scale of the additional amenities, traffic generated by these amenities is 
considered nominal. 
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The parking structure for the project site is located directly east of the vacant Los Angeles 
County General Hospital and has access to Zonal Avenue.  Access for the disabled is 
provided from the project site to the second floor of the parking structure, where the 
handicap parking spaces are located. 









IV. Existing Traffic Conditions 
 

 
The traffic conditions as they exist today are discussed below and illustrated on Figures 3 to 8. 
 
A. Surrounding Street System 

 
Roadways that will be utilized by the development include State Street, Cummings Street, 
Chicago Street, Zonal Avenue, Charlotte Street, and Marengo Street. 
 
State Street:  This north-south roadway currently is two lanes to four lanes undivided in the 
study area.  State Street is not classified on the County of Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It 
currently carries approximately 2,600 to 9,700 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Cummings Street:  This north-south roadway currently is two lanes undivided in the study 
area.  Cummings Street is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot right-of-way) on the 
County of Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It currently carries approximately 3,400 vehicles per 
day in the study area. 
 
Chicago Street:  This north-south roadway currently is two lanes undivided in the study 
area.  Chicago Street is classified as a Secondary Highway (80 foot right-of-way) on the 
County of Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It currently carries approximately 1,800 to 2,700 
vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Zonal Avenue:  This east-west roadway currently is two lanes divided west of State Street 
and two lanes undivided east of State Street in the study area.  Zonal Avenue is classified as 
a Major Highway (100 foot right-of-way) on the County of Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It 
currently carries approximately 6,200 to 8,300 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Charlotte Street:  This east-west roadway currently is two lanes undivided in the study area.  
Charlotte Street is not classified on the County of Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It currently 
carries approximately 1,100 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
Marengo Street:  This east-west roadway currently is four lanes divided in the study area.  
Marengo Street is classified as a Major Highway (100 foot right-of-way) on the County of 
Los Angeles Highway Plan.  It currently carries approximately 15,700 to 18,400 vehicles per 
day in the study area. 
 

B. Existing Travel Lanes and Intersection Controls 
 
Figure 3 identifies the existing roadway conditions for study area roadways.  The number of 
through lanes for existing roadways and the existing intersection controls are identified. 
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C. Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Figure 4 depicts the existing average daily traffic volumes.  The existing average daily traffic 
volumes have been factored from peak hour counts made for Kunzman Associates, Inc. 
using the following formula for each intersection leg: 
 

PM Peak Hour (Approach Volume + Exit Volume) x 10 = Leg Volume. 
 

D. Existing Levels of Service 
 
The technique used to assess the operation of an intersection is known as Intersection 
Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix C.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity 
of the intersection.  An Intersection Capacity Utilization value is usually expressed as a 
decimal.  The decimal represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization’s for the existing traffic conditions have been 
calculated and are shown in Table 1.  Existing Intersection Capacity Utilization’s are based 
upon manual morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement counts made 
for Kunzman Associates, Inc. in  May 2012 (see Figures 5 and 6).  Traffic count worksheets 
are provided in Appendix B. 
 
There are two peak hours in a weekday.  The morning peak hour is between 7:00 AM and 
9:00 AM, and the evening peak hour is between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  The actual peak 
hour within the two hour interval is the four consecutive 15 minute periods with the highest 
total volume when all movements are added together.  Thus, the evening peak hour at one 
intersection may be 4:45 PM to 5:45 PM if those four consecutive 15 minute periods have 
the highest combined volume. 
 
The study area intersections currently operate at Levels of Service B or better during the 
peak hours for Existing traffic conditions (see Table 1).  Existing Intersection Capacity 
Utilization worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 

E. Existing General Plan Circulation Elements 
 
Figure 7 shows the current County of Los Angeles Highway Plan. Both existing and future 
roadways are included in the Circulation Element of the General Plan and are graphically 
depicted on Figure 7.  This figure shows the nature and extent of arterial highways that are 
needed to adequately serve the ultimate development depicted by the land use element of 
the General Plan. 
 

F. Transit Service 
 
Transit service is provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority Shuttle Lines 605 and 620 along State Street.  Local Line 251 provides service 
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along Marengo Street in the study area.  Figure 8 depicts the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Transit System Map for the study area. 



Traffic
Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 CSS 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.611-B 0.504-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 TS 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.662-B 0.667-B

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.537-A 0.491-A

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.381-A 0.306-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 TS 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.585-A 0.463-A

Existing Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at:

Table 1

Intersection Approach Lanes1

Level of Service

Peak Hour

Westbound

State Street (NS) at:
Intersection

Northbound Southbound Eastbound

1  When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane, there must be sufficient width for right

    L = Left; T = Through; R = Right

    turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

2  CSS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop
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V. Project Traffic 
 

 
The proposed project consists of approximately 40,000 square feet of Wellness Center and up to 
25,000 square feet of biotechnology incubator laboratory.  The Wellness Center is a consortium of 
non-profit organizations dedicated to health advocacy and education in the Boyle Heights District 
of Los Angeles.  The incubator laboratory is 24-hour operation capable of supporting up to 12 
start-up companies. 
 
A. Trip Generation 

 
Due to the unique characteristics of the proposed land uses, trip generation for the project 
was determined based directly on the number of employees and visitors expected to arrive 
and leave the site throughout the day as described in the project description (Section III). 
 
A maximum likely of 30 employees is assumed for the Wellness Center.  For purposes of this 
traffic analysis, a maximum likely of 4 simultaneous group classes occurring 8 times per day 
with 20 people each is assumed.  Group classes may or may not be scheduled during the 
peak traffic hours, however, to analyze a conservative scenario in terms of traffic, a 
maximum likely of 4 classes is assumed to begin and end during the morning and evening 
peak hours, respectively. 
 
A maximum likely of 44 full time equivalent employees is assumed for the incubator 
laboratory.  To analyze a conservative scenario in terms of traffic, all employees are 
assumed to arrive and leave during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively.  In 
reality, the laboratory is a 24 hour operation and employees may arrive and depart at 
various times throughout the day. 
 
To check the reasonableness of the trip generation estimate for the incubator laboratory, 
the trip generation was compared to the Research and Development land use (LU 760) in 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008.  The trip 
generation for the incubator laboratory used in this analysis is comparable, if not more 
conservative, than the trip generation from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation rates, as calculated both by number of employees and square feet. 
 
It should be noted that the previous land use for the vacated Los Angeles County General 
Hospital was a 1,450 bed hospital.  The 1,450 bed hospital was replaced by a project 
adjacent to the vacated hospital.  The replacement project included a 600 bed hospital, 
162,000 square feet of medical office, and 50,000 square feet of nursing school.  The traffic 
impact analysis for the replacement project indicates that the replacement project would 
generate fewer trips than the original 1,450 bed hospital and that a trip credit would remain 
with development of the replacement project (see Appendix D). 
 
As shown in Table 3, the proposed Wellness Center and incubator lab are projected to 
generate fewer trips than the remaining trip credits created by the replacement project.  At 
the time of preparation of this traffic impact analysis, it is not known if the trip credits have 
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been applied to another development.  Therefore, the trip credits are not applied to this 
project and the gross project trip generation, as shown in Table 2, is used in this analysis. 
 
The proposed development is projected to generate approximately 1,590 daily vehicle trips, 
169 vehicles per hour will occur during the morning peak hour and 169 vehicles per hour 
will occur during the evening peak hour. 
 

B. Trip Distribution 
 
Figure 9 contains the directional distribution of the project traffic for the proposed land 
uses. 
 
To determine the traffic distribution for the proposed project, peak hour traffic counts of 
the existing directional distribution of traffic for existing areas in the vicinity of the site, and 
other additional information on future development and traffic impacts in the area were 
reviewed. 
 

C. Trip Assignment 
 
Based on the identified traffic generation and distribution, project average daily traffic 
volumes have been calculated and shown on Figure 10.  Morning and evening peak hour 
intersection turning movement volumes expected from the project are shown on Figures 11 
and 12, respectively. 
 

D. Modal Split and Vehicle Occupancy 
 
Although transit service exists in the study area (see Figure 8), the traffic reducing potential 
of public transit has not been considered in this report.  The trip generation has also been 
calculated assuming a vehicle occupancy of one person per vehicle.  That is, one inbound 
trip and one outbound trip has been assumed for each person expected to visit the project 
site.  This is a conservative scenario in terms of traffic because the traffic reducing potential 
of higher vehicle occupancies has not been considered in this report. 



Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total

Wellness Center
    Employees 30 3 33 3 30 33 126
    Visitors5 80 8 88 8 80 88 1,280
    Subtotal 110 11 121 11 110 121 1,406
Biotech Incubator Laboratory 44 4 48 4 44 48 184
Total 154 15 169 15 154 169 1,590

Morning Peak Hour2

Project Traffic Generation1

Table 2

Daily4Descriptor
Evening Peak Hour3

1  Based on project description.  No reductions have been made for transit or interaction with the new hospital.

5  Based on a maximum of 3 simultaneous group classes, 8 times per day, with approximately 20 people each.

2  Morning peak hour trips are expected to be primarily inbound.  To be conservative, outbound trips have been assumed as 10% of inbound trips.

4  It is assumed that all employees leave the site for lunch.

3  Evening peak hour trips are expected to be primarily outbound.  To be conservative, inbound trips have been assumed as 10% of outbound trips.
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Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total

Trip Credits from Previous Project1 -366 -265 -631 -284 -336 -620 -6,395
Wellness Center and Incubator Lab 154 15 169 15 154 169 1,590
Net New Trips -212 -250 -462 -269 -182 -451 -4,805

Trip Generation Comparison

Table 3

Land Use

Peak Hour

Daily
Morning Evening

2  Source: Kaku Associates, Inc., Memo: LAC + USC Medical Center Replacement Project Alternative, August 3, 1999.
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VI. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 13 to 15 
depict the Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic conditions. 
 
A. Method of Projection 

 
For Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic conditions, an areawide growth rate has been 
utilized to account for areawide growth on study area roadways.  Existing Plus Ambient 
Growth traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 1.0 percent annual growth rate of 
existing traffic volumes over a one (1) year period. 
 
Areawide growth has been added to daily and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding 
roadways. 
 

B. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Existing Plus Ambient Growth average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 13. 
 

C. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Levels of Service 
 
The technique used to assess the operation of an intersection is known as Intersection 
Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix C.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity 
of the intersection.  An Intersection Capacity Utilization value is usually expressed as a 
percent.  The percent represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization’s for the Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic 
conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 4.  Existing Plus Ambient Growth 
morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on 
Figures 14 and 15, respectively.  The study area intersections are projected to operate at 
Levels of Service B or better during the peak hours for Existing Plus Ambient Growth traffic 
conditions (see Table 4).  Existing Plus Ambient Growth Intersection Capacity Utilization 
worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
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Traffic
Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 CSS 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.616-B 0.508-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 TS 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.667-B 0.672-B

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.541-A 0.495-A

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.384-A 0.308-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 TS 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.590-A 0.466-A

SouthboundNorthbound

State Street (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at:

Eastbound Westbound Level of Service

Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Table 4

Existing Plus Ambient Growth

Intersection

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

    turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

    L = Left; T = Through; R = Right

2  CSS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop

1  When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane, there must be sufficient width for right
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VII. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 
16 to 18 depict the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions. 
 
A. Method of Projection 

 
For Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions, areawide growth is 
combined with traffic generated by the project.  Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project 
traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 1.0 percent annual growth rate of existing 
traffic volumes over a one (1) year period. 
 
Areawide growth has been added to existing daily and peak hour traffic volumes on 
surrounding roadways, in addition to traffic generated by the project. 
 

B. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on 
Figure 16. 
 

C. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Levels of Service 
 
The technique used to assess the operation of an intersection is known as Intersection 
Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix C.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity 
of the intersection.  An Intersection Capacity Utilization value is usually expressed as a 
percent.  The percent represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization’s for the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project 
traffic conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 5.  Existing Plus Ambient 
Growth Plus Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 17 and 18, respectively.  The study area intersections are 
projected to operate at Levels of Service B or better during the peak hours for Existing Plus 
Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic conditions (see Table 5). 
 

D. Significant Transportation Impact 
 
In Los Angeles County, the impact is considered significant if the project related increase in 
the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
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Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections 
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 
E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more 
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Table 6 depicts the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project traffic contribution at the 
study area intersections.  As shown in Table 6, the proposed project does not significantly 
impact any of the study area intersections. 



Traffic
Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 CSS 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.650-B 0.542-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 TS 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.683-B 0.692-B

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #3 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.602-B 0.518-A

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #4 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.590-A 0.516-A

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.604-B 0.563-A

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.433-A 0.365-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 TS 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.627-B 0.491-A

Level of Service

State Street (NS) at:

Project West Access (NS) at:

Project East Access (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at:

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Table 5

Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project
Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service

Intersection

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

1  When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane, there must be sufficient width for right

    turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

    L = Left; T = Through; R = Right

2  CSS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop
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Intersection Intersection 
Peak  Capacity Level of Capacity Level of Project Significant
Hour Utilization Service Utilization Service Impact Impact1

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 Morning 0.616 B 0.650 B 0.034 No
Evening 0.508 A 0.542 A 0.034 No

Marengo Street (EW) - #2 Morning 0.667 B 0.683 B 0.016 No
Evening 0.672 B 0.692 B 0.020 No

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 Morning 0.541 A 0.604 B 0.063 No
Evening 0.495 A 0.563 A 0.068 No

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 Morning 0.384 A 0.433 A 0.049 No
Evening 0.308 A 0.365 A 0.057 No

Marengo Street (EW) - #7 Morning 0.590 A 0.627 B 0.037 No
Evening 0.466 A 0.491 A 0.025 No

State Street (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at

Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project

Intersection

Table 6

Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Traffic Contribution

Ambient Growth
Existing Plus

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Level of Service

C

D

E/F

1  In Los Angeles County, impact is considered significant if the project related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections

Volume/Capacity

    thresholds shown below:

0.91-more

0.81-0.90

0.71-0.80

0.01 or more

0.02 or more

0.04 or more

Incremental Increase
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VIII. Opening Year (2013) Without Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 19 to 
25 depict the Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions. 
 
A. Method of Projection 

 
To assess Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions, existing traffic is 
combined with other development and areawide growth.  Table 7 lists the proposed land 
uses for other development within 1.5 miles of the project site which may add traffic to the 
study area intersections by opening year 2013 (see Figure 19).  The list of other 
development was obtained from the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.  The 
other development list and directional distributions of other development traffic are 
contained in Appendix E. Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions reflect 
cumulative conditions. 
 
Table 7 shows the daily and peak hour vehicle trips generated by the other development in 
the study area.  The other development average daily traffic volumes are shown on Figure 
20.  Other development morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 21 and 22, respectively. 
 
For Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic conditions, an areawide growth rate has 
been utilized to account for areawide growth on study area roadways.  Opening Year (2013) 
Without Project traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 1.0 percent annual growth 
rate of existing traffic volumes over a one (1) year period.   
 
Areawide growth has been added to existing daily and peak hour traffic volumes on 
surrounding roadways, in addition to traffic generated by other development. 
 

B. Opening Year (2013) Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Opening Year (2013) Without Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on 
Figure 23. 
 

C. Opening Year (2013) Without Project Levels of Service 
 
The technique used to assess the operation of an intersection is known as Intersection 
Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix C.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity 
of the intersection.  An Intersection Capacity Utilization value is usually expressed as a 
percent.  The percent represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization’s for the Opening Year (2013) Without Project traffic 
conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 8.  Opening Year (2013) Without 
Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown 
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on Figures 24 and 25, respectively.  The study area intersections are projected to operate at 
acceptable Levels of Service during the peak hours for Opening Year (2013) Without Project 
traffic conditions (see Table 8).  Opening Year (2013) Without Project Intersection Capacity 
Utilization worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 



Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily
LA City College District Health Academy Community College 133 29 162 135 76 211 486

Retail 36 40 76 38 29 67 1,090
Office 132 18 150 30 64 177 2,245
Subtotal 168 58 226 68 93 161 3,335

White Memorial Medical Office 59 16 75 31 82 113 1,183
Senior Affordable Housing NOM1 NOM1 NOM1 NOM1 NOM1 NOM1 NOM1

Medical Office 70 19 89 35 95 130 1,540
Subtotal 70 19 89 35 95 130 1,540

Total 430 122 552 269 346 615 6,544

Other Development

Table 7

Other Development Traffic Generation1

1901-1902 Marengo Mixed Use

Peak Hour
Morning Evening

Linda Vista Senior Housing

Land Use

    8th Edition, 2008, Land Use Categories 540,710, 720 and 814.

1  Source: Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Related Projects List (see Appendix E).  Inbound/outbound splits were based on Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation,
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Traffic
Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 CSS 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.630-B 0.545-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 TS 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.751-C 0.737-C

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.576-A 0.515-A

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.384-A 0.308-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 TS 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.609-B 0.477-A

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Level of Service

State Street (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at:

Table 8

Opening Year (2013) Without Project
Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service

Intersection

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

2  CSS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop

1  When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane, there must be sufficient width for right

    turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

    L = Left; T = Through; R = Right
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IX. Opening Year (2013) With Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions without and with the project 
are discussed.  Figures 26 to 28 depict the Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions. 
 
A. Method of Projection 

 
To assess Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions, existing traffic is combined 
with the project, other development, and areawide growth.  Opening Year (2013) With 
Project traffic conditions reflects cumulative conditions. 
 
For Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic conditions, an areawide growth rate has been 
utilized to account for areawide growth on study area roadways.  Opening Year (2013) With 
Project traffic volumes have been calculated based on a 1.0 percent annual growth rate of 
existing traffic volumes over a one (1) year period. 
 
Areawide growth has been added to daily and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding 
roadways, in addition to traffic generated by the project and other development. 
 

B. Opening Year (2013) With Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Opening Year (2013) With Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 
26. 
 

C. Opening Year (2013) With Project Levels of Service  
 
The technique used to assess the operation of an intersection is known as Intersection 
Capacity Utilization, as described in Appendix C.  To calculate an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization value, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity 
of the intersection.  An Intersection Capacity Utilization value is usually expressed as a 
percent.  The percent represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization’s for the Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic 
conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 9.  Opening Year (2013) With 
Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown 
on Figures 27 and 28, respectively.  The study area intersections are projected to operate at 
Levels of Service C or better during the peak hours for Opening Year (2013) With Project 
traffic conditions (see Table 9).  Opening Year (2013) With Project Intersection Capacity 
Utilization worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 

D. Significant Transportation Impact 
 
In Los Angeles County, significant impacts are determined by comparing the Opening Year 
(2013) With Project scenario to the Opening Year (2013) Without Project scenario.  The 
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impact is considered significant if the project related increase in the volume to capacity 
ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections 
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 
E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more 

 
Table 10 depicts the Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic contribution at the study area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 10, the proposed project does not significantly impact any 
of the study area intersections. 



Traffic
Control2 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 CSS 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.664-B 0.579-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #2 TS 0.5 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.758-C 0.757-C

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #3 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.609-B 0.553-A

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #4 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.597-A 0.542-A

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 CSS 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0.638-B 0.583-A

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.433-A 0.365-A
Marengo Street (EW) - #7 TS 0 1 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1.5 0.5 1 1.5 0.5 0.645-B 0.501-A

Level of Service

State Street (NS) at:

Project West Access (NS) at:

Project East Access (NS) at:

Cummings Street (NS) at:

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Table 9

Opening Year (2013) With Project
Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service

Intersection

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

2  CSS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop

1  When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane, there must be sufficient width for right

    turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

    L = Left; T = Through; R = Right
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Intersection Intersection 
Peak  Capacity Level of Capacity Level of Project Significant
Hour Utilization Service Utilization Service Impact Impact1

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #1 Morning 0.630 B 0.664 B 0.034 No
Evening 0.545 A 0.579 A 0.034 No

Marengo Street (EW) - #2 Morning 0.751 C 0.758 C 0.007 No
Evening 0.737 C 0.757 C 0.020 No

Zonal Avenue (EW) - #5 Morning 0.576 A 0.638 B 0.062 No
Evening 0.515 A 0.583 A 0.068 No

Charlotte Street (EW) - #6 Morning 0.384 A 0.433 A 0.049 No
Evening 0.308 A 0.365 A 0.057 No

Marengo Street (EW) - #7 Morning 0.609 B 0.645 B 0.036 No
Evening 0.477 A 0.501 A 0.024 No

Opening Year (2013) With Project

Cummings Street (NS) at

Table 10

Intersection

Chicago Street (NS) at:

Opening Year (2013)
Without Project

State Street (NS) at:

Opening Year (2013) With Project Traffic Contribution

Level of Service

C

D

E/F

0.81-0.90 0.02 or more

0.91-more 0.01 or more

    thresholds shown below:

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections

Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase

0.71-0.80 0.04 or more

1  In Los Angeles County, impact is considered significant if the project related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the
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X. Recommendations 
 

 
A. Site Access and Parking 

 
The project site will have access to Zonal Avenue. 
 
The project site should provide sufficient parking spaces to meet County of Los Angeles 
parking code requirements in order to service on-site parking demand. 
 
As is the case for any roadway design, the County of Los Angeles should periodically review 
traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to assure that 
the traffic operations are satisfactory. 
 

B. Significant Transportation Impact 
 
In Los Angeles County, significant impacts are determined by comparing the Opening Year 
(2013) With Project scenario to the Opening Year (2013) Without Project scenario.  The 
impact is considered significant if the project related increase in the volume to capacity 
ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below: 
 

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections 
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase 

C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more 
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more 
E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more 

 
Table 10 depicts the Opening Year (2013) With Project traffic contribution at the study area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 10, the proposed project does not significantly impact any 
of the study area intersections. 
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Glossary of Transportation Terms 
 
 

 



  
 

GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
COMMON ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AC: Acres 
ADT: Average Daily Traffic 
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation 
DU: Dwelling Unit 
ICU: Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS: Level of Service 
TSF: Thousand Square Feet 
V/C: Volume/Capacity 
VMT: Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
TERMS 
 
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: The total volume during a year divided by the number of 
days in a year.  Usually only weekdays are included. 
 
BANDWIDTH:  The number of seconds of green time available for through traffic in a 
signal progression. 
 
BOTTLENECK:  A constriction along a travelway that limits the amount of traffic that 
can proceed downstream from its location. 
 
CAPACITY:  The maximum number of vehicles that can be reasonably expected to pass 
over a given section of a lane or a roadway in a given time period. 
 
CHANNELIZATION:  The separation or regulation of conflicting traffic movements into 
definite paths of travel by the use of pavement markings, raised islands, or other 
suitable means to facilitate the safe and orderly movements of both vehicles and 
pedestrians. 
 
CLEARANCE INTERVAL:  Nearly same as yellow time.  If there is an all red interval after 
the end of a yellow, then that is also added into the clearance interval. 
 
CORDON:  An imaginary line around an area across which vehicles, persons, or other 
items are counted (in and out). 
 
CYCLE LENGTH:  The time period in seconds required for one complete signal cycle. 
 
CUL-DE-SAC STREET:  A local street open at one end only, and with special provisions 
for turning around. 
 



  
 

DAILY CAPACITY:  The daily volume of traffic that will result in a volume during the 
peak hour equal to the capacity of the roadway. 
 
DELAY:  The time consumed while traffic is impeded in its movement by some element 
over which it has no control, usually expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SIGNAL:  Same as traffic-actuated signal. 
 
DENSITY:  The number of vehicles occupying in a unit length of the through traffic 
lanes of a roadway at any given instant.  Usually expressed in vehicles per mile. 
 
DETECTOR:  A device that responds to a physical stimulus and transmits a resulting 
impulse to the signal controller. 
 
DESIGN SPEED:  A speed selected for purposes of design.  Features of a highway, such 
as curvature, superelevation, and sight distance (upon which the safe operation of 
vehicles is dependent) are correlated to design speed. 
 
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT:  The percent of traffic in the peak direction at any point in time. 
 
DIVERSION:  The rerouting of peak hour traffic to avoid congestion. 
 
FORCED FLOW:  Opposite of free flow. 
 
FREE FLOW:  Volumes are well below capacity.  Vehicles can maneuver freely and 
travel is unimpeded by other traffic. 
 
GAP:  Time or distance between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, rear bumper to 
front bumper. 
 
HEADWAY:  Time or distance spacing between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, 
front bumper to front bumper. 
 
INTERCONNECTED SIGNAL SYSTEM:  A number of intersections that are connected to 
achieve signal progression. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE:  A qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed 
and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort 
and convenience, and operating costs. 
 
LOOP DETECTOR:  A vehicle detector consisting of a loop of wire embedded in the 
roadway, energized by alternating current and producing an output circuit closure 
when passed over by a vehicle. 
 



  
 

MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE GAP:  Smallest time headway between successive vehicles in 
a traffic stream into which another vehicle is willing and able to cross or merge. 
 
MULTI-MODAL:  More than one mode; such as automobile, bus transit, rail rapid 
transit, and bicycle transportation modes. 
 
OFFSET:  The time interval in seconds between the beginning of green at one 
intersection and the beginning of green at an adjacent intersection. 
 
PLATOON:  A closely grouped component of traffic that is composed of several 
vehicles moving, or standing ready to move, with clear spaces ahead and behind. 
 
ORIGIN-DESTINATION SURVEY:  A survey to determine the point of origin and the 
point of destination for a given vehicle trip. 
 
PASSENGER CAR EQUIVALENTS (PCE):  One car is one Passenger Car Equivalent.  A 
truck is equal to 2 or 3 Passenger Car Equivalents in that a truck requires longer to 
start, goes slower, and accelerates slower.  Loaded trucks have a higher Passenger Car 
Equivalent than empty trucks. 
 
PEAK HOUR:  The 60 consecutive minutes with the highest number of vehicles. 
 
PRETIMED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go on a 
predetermined time schedule without regard to traffic conditions.  Also, fixed time 
signal. 
 
PROGRESSION:  A term used to describe the progressive movement of traffic through 
several signalized intersections. 
 
 
SCREEN-LINE:  An imaginary line or physical feature across which all trips are counted, 
normally to verify the validity of mathematical traffic models. 
 
SIGNAL CYCLE:  The time period in seconds required for one complete sequence of 
signal indications. 
 
SIGNAL PHASE:  The part of the signal cycle allocated to one or more traffic 
movements. 
 
STARTING DELAY:  The delay experienced in initiating the movement of queued traffic 
from a stop to an average running speed through a signalized intersection. 
 
TRAFFIC-ACTUATED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go 
in accordance with the demands of traffic, as registered by the actuation of detectors. 



  
 

TRIP:  The movement of a person or vehicle from one location (origin) to another 
(destination).  For example, from home to store to home is two trips, not one. 
 
TRIP-END:  One end of a trip at either the origin or destination; i.e. each trip has two 
trip-ends.  A trip-end occurs when a person, object, or message is transferred to or 
from a vehicle. 
 
TRIP GENERATION RATE:  The quality of trips produced and/or attracted by a specific 
land use stated in terms of units such as per dwelling, per acre, and per 1,000 square 
feet of floor space. 
 
TRUCK:  A vehicle having dual tires on one or more axles, or having more than two 
axles. 
 
UNBALANCED FLOW:  Heavier traffic flow in one direction than the other.  On a daily 
basis, most facilities have balanced flow.  During the peak hours, flow is seldom 
balanced in an urban area. 
 
VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL:  A measure of the amount of usage of a section of 
highway, obtained by multiplying the average daily traffic by length of facility in miles. 
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

7:00 AM 5 0 43 0 0 0 94 13 8 38 1 202
7:15 AM 13 0 41 1 0 0 91 14 10 57 2 229
7:30 AM 9 0 38 0 0 0 138 15 13 76 0 289
7:45 AM 10 0 46 0 1 0 151 22 16 74 1 321
8:00 AM 15 1 54 0 1 0 101 18 17 50 0 257
8:15 AM 9 0 49 0 0 1 111 17 9 64 0 260
8:30 AM 10 0 42 0 0 0 112 13 5 66 0 248
8:45 AM 11 0 30 0 1 0 98 9 10 56 0 215

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 82 1 343 1 0 3 1 896 121 88 481 4 2021
APPROACH %'s : 19.25% 0.23% 80.52% 25.00% 0.00% 75.00% 0.10% 88.02% 11.89% 15.36% 83.94% 0.70%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 730 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 43 1 187 0 0 2 1 501 72 55 264 1 1127

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.878

CONTROL : 2-Way Stop (NB, SB)

0.879

  WESTBOUND EASTBOUND

0.825 0.500 0.829

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Zonal AveState St State StNS/EW Streets:

AM

Zonal Ave

Project ID:

City:

CA12_5158_001

City of Los Angeles



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

4:00 PM 11 0 11 1 0 31 12 21 87 0 174
4:15 PM 13 1 6 0 1 35 6 17 78 0 157
4:30 PM 24 0 15 2 1 44 14 22 127 1 250
4:45 PM 17 0 7 0 0 32 8 19 110 0 193
5:00 PM 24 0 12 0 3 49 8 26 114 0 236
5:15 PM 20 0 11 0 2 34 11 30 110 0 218
5:30 PM 11 0 9 0 0 46 9 12 115 0 202
5:45 PM 28 0 11 0 0 33 5 14 94 0 185

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 148 1 82 3 0 7 0 304 73 161 835 1 1615
APPROACH %'s : 64.07% 0.43% 35.50% 30.00% 0.00% 70.00% 0.00% 80.64% 19.36% 16.15% 83.75% 0.10%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 430 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 85 0 45 2 0 6 0 159 41 97 461 1 897

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.897

CONTROL :

State St

Project ID: CA12_5158_001

City: City of Los Angeles

0.667

2-Way Stop (NB, SB)

Zonal AveNS/EW Streets: Zonal Ave

PM

State St

0.932

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

0.8620.833



ITM Peak Hour Summary
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services

Lanes 0 1 0

AM 2 0 0 AM

NOON 0 0 0 NOON

PM 6 0 2 PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM Lanes

1 0 1 0

264 0 461 1

0 1 0 0 55 0 97 0

1 501 0 159

0 72 0 41

Lanes AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM 43 1 187 AM

NOON 0 0 0 NOON

PM 85 0 45 PM

0 2 0 Lanes

552

Date:

688 0

Peak Hour Summary

Southbound Approach Project #:5/1/2012

TuesdayDay:

430 PM

St
at
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St

AM Peak Hour

W
es
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ou
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 A

pp
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ac
hEastbound A

pproach

730 AM

CONTROL

309 0

State St and Zonal Ave , City of Los Angeles

PM Peak Hour

206

3

0

1

2-Way Stop (NB, SB)

CA12_5158_001

NOON Peak Hour

Zonal Ave

NOON

PM

Count Periods

AM

Start

7:00 AM

12:00 AM
138

9:00 AM

12:00 AM

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

End 127

0

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

309 0 552 320 0 559

574 0 200 688 0 206
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

127

0

8

West Leg

138

Northbound Approach

3

0

5

0

9

Total Volume Per Leg

130

2

0

West Leg

765

Total Ins & Outs

North Leg

883 0

East Leg

North Leg

South Leg

East Leg

231

0 0

1

1008

358

0

268

South Leg

752



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0

7:00 AM 52 52 16 15 8 7 21 115 19 19 107 26 457
7:15 AM 61 48 16 11 21 15 14 120 20 33 178 14 551
7:30 AM 52 53 23 13 33 18 14 162 29 30 187 13 627
7:45 AM 65 66 26 15 34 15 12 154 34 48 194 24 687
8:00 AM 50 80 26 18 28 13 24 156 32 50 196 32 705
8:15 AM 55 45 17 40 26 26 17 147 32 33 151 30 619
8:30 AM 60 50 29 30 29 14 23 115 24 27 122 27 550
8:45 AM 41 45 20 16 15 17 17 116 30 22 127 22 488

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 436 439 173 158 194 125 142 1085 220 262 1262 188 4684
APPROACH %'s : 41.60% 41.89% 16.51% 33.12% 40.67% 26.21% 9.81% 74.98% 15.20% 15.30% 73.71% 10.98%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 730 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 222 244 92 86 121 72 67 619 127 161 728 99 2638

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.935

CONTROL : Signalized

0.888

  WESTBOUND EASTBOUND

0.889 0.758 0.959

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Marengo StState St State StNS/EW Streets:

AM

Marengo St

Project ID:

City:

CA12_5158_002

City of Los Angeles



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0

4:00 PM 58 27 16 28 39 25 5 115 34 24 153 16 540
4:15 PM 63 25 23 20 27 23 17 147 29 33 168 21 596
4:30 PM 51 35 23 13 43 38 12 112 30 33 197 12 599
4:45 PM 53 27 16 14 36 26 8 107 24 19 166 10 506
5:00 PM 82 52 23 19 40 23 3 146 38 22 199 18 665
5:15 PM 84 31 31 17 44 19 8 153 38 25 175 11 636
5:30 PM 106 30 35 10 15 16 13 122 30 15 170 3 565
5:45 PM 82 37 32 12 27 18 4 128 30 27 164 13 574

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 579 264 199 133 271 188 70 1030 253 198 1392 104 4681
APPROACH %'s : 55.57% 25.34% 19.10% 22.47% 45.78% 31.76% 5.17% 76.13% 18.70% 11.69% 82.17% 6.14%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 500 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 354 150 121 58 126 76 28 549 136 89 708 45 2440

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.917

CONTROL :

State St

Project ID: CA12_5158_002

City: City of Los Angeles

0.793

Signalized

Marengo StNS/EW Streets: Marengo St

PM

State St

0.881

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

0.8960.914



ITM Peak Hour Summary
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services

Lanes 0 2 0
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PM 76 126 58 PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM Lanes

99 0 45 0

728 0 708 2

1 67 0 28 161 0 89 1

2 619 0 549

0 127 0 136

Lanes AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM 222 244 92 AM

NOON 0 0 0 NOON

PM 354 150 121 PM

0 2 0 Lanes

1138

Date:

797 0

Peak Hour Summary

Southbound Approach Project #:5/1/2012

TuesdayDay:

500 PM

St
at

e 
St

AM Peak Hour

W
es

tb
ou

nd
 A

pp
ro

ac
hEastbound A

pproach

730 AM

CONTROL

1022 0

State St and Marengo St , City of Los Angeles

PM Peak Hour

728

410

0

223

Signalized

CA12_5158_002
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Count Periods

AM

Start

7:00 AM

12:00 AM
351

9:00 AM

12:00 AM

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

End 409

0

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

1022 0 1138 988 0 842

813 0 713 797 0 728
AM NOON PM AM NOON PM

AM AM

NOON NOON

PM PM

409

0

260

West Leg

351

Northbound Approach

410

0

689

0

483

Total Volume Per Leg

625

279

0

West Leg

1570

Total Ins & Outs

North Leg

1835 0

East Leg

North Leg

South Leg

East Leg

558

0 0

223

1785

967

0

976

South Leg

1851



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

7:00 AM 13 2 33 12 13 112 185
7:15 AM 15 6 54 33 24 111 243
7:30 AM 19 8 83 36 30 112 288
7:45 AM 36 18 82 23 53 109 321
8:00 AM 19 9 45 29 21 109 232
8:15 AM 13 4 54 17 9 100 197
8:30 AM 20 10 45 24 4 103 206
8:45 AM 12 4 59 18 5 87 185

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 147 0 61 0 0 0 0 455 192 159 843 0 1857
APPROACH %'s : 70.67% 0.00% 29.33% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0.00% 70.32% 29.68% 15.87% 84.13% 0.00%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 715 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 89 0 41 0 0 0 0 264 121 128 441 0 1084

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.844

CONTROL : 1-Way Stop (NB)

0.878

  WESTBOUND EASTBOUND

0.602 0.000 0.809

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Zonal AveCummings St Cummings StNS/EW Streets:

AM

Zonal Ave

Project ID:

City:

CA12_5158_003

City of Los Angeles



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

4:00 PM 15 7 70 70 5 61 228
4:15 PM 16 11 50 64 12 57 210
4:30 PM 5 2 87 82 11 68 255
4:45 PM 8 6 70 30 7 68 189
5:00 PM 8 3 84 63 7 73 238
5:15 PM 5 2 53 31 11 85 187
5:30 PM 2 5 70 31 5 68 181
5:45 PM 10 7 54 26 8 64 169

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 69 0 43 0 0 0 0 538 397 66 544 0 1657
APPROACH %'s : 61.61% 0.00% 38.39% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0.00% 57.54% 42.46% 10.82% 89.18% 0.00%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 415 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 37 0 22 0 0 0 0 291 239 37 266 0 892

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.875

CONTROL :

Cummings St

Project ID: CA12_5158_003

City: City of Los Angeles

0.000

1-Way Stop (NB)

Zonal AveNS/EW Streets: Zonal Ave

PM

Cummings St

0.947

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

0.7840.546



ITM Peak Hour Summary
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

7:00 AM 11 0 4 0 0 13 9 6 4 47
7:15 AM 10 0 4 0 0 14 42 10 8 88
7:30 AM 11 1 29 0 1 11 52 26 21 152
7:45 AM 20 0 30 0 0 9 67 41 26 193
8:00 AM 17 0 4 1 0 7 37 7 8 81
8:15 AM 8 0 0 0 0 5 17 4 6 40
8:30 AM 13 0 0 0 0 6 20 3 12 54
8:45 AM 13 0 4 0 0 2 19 3 8 49

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 103 1 75 0 1 0 1 67 263 100 93 0 704
APPROACH %'s : 57.54% 0.56% 41.90% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.30% 20.24% 79.46% 51.81% 48.19% 0.00%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 715 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 58 1 67 0 1 0 1 41 198 84 63 0 514

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.666

CONTROL : 4-Way Stop

0.549

  WESTBOUND EASTBOUND

0.630 0.250 0.789

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Charlotte StChicago St Chicago StNS/EW Streets:

AM

Charlotte St

Project ID:

City:

CA12_5158_004

City of Los Angeles



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

4:00 PM 8 4 15 60 2 7 96
4:15 PM 14 2 21 47 4 5 93
4:30 PM 3 1 18 73 3 1 99
4:45 PM 9 2 9 29 5 6 60
5:00 PM 8 3 9 59 5 3 87
5:15 PM 4 1 9 30 9 1 54
5:30 PM 4 3 7 28 3 3 48
5:45 PM 10 1 5 26 4 4 50

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 60 0 17 0 0 0 0 93 352 35 30 0 587
APPROACH %'s : 77.92% 0.00% 22.08% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0.00% 20.90% 79.10% 53.85% 46.15% 0.00%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 400 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 34 0 9 0 0 0 0 63 209 14 19 0 348

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.879

CONTROL :

Chicago St

Project ID: CA12_5158_004

City: City of Los Angeles

0.000

4-Way Stop

Charlotte StNS/EW Streets: Charlotte St

PM

Chicago St

0.750

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

0.7470.672
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 .5 .5 1 1 2 0 1 2 0

7:00 AM 3 0 1 5 0 12 14 83 4 4 160 2 288
7:15 AM 3 0 3 13 0 35 12 86 11 23 206 5 397
7:30 AM 8 0 5 21 1 54 26 128 28 20 209 12 512
7:45 AM 7 1 13 44 10 70 27 112 28 20 252 22 606
8:00 AM 10 0 17 11 4 38 15 111 32 63 247 9 557
8:15 AM 6 0 18 7 2 20 3 112 21 47 229 5 470
8:30 AM 9 0 10 2 2 21 15 98 15 18 175 3 368
8:45 AM 5 1 6 3 1 20 10 80 6 16 171 5 324

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 51 2 73 106 20 270 122 810 145 211 1649 63 3522
APPROACH %'s : 40.48% 1.59% 57.94% 26.77% 5.05% 68.18% 11.33% 75.21% 13.46% 10.97% 85.75% 3.28%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 730 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 31 1 53 83 17 182 71 463 109 150 937 48 2145

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.885

CONTROL : Signalized

0.889

  WESTBOUND EASTBOUND

0.787 0.569 0.883

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Marengo StChicago St Chicago StNS/EW Streets:

AM

Marengo St

Project ID:

City:

CA12_5158_005

City of Los Angeles



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: TUESDAY

Date: 5/1/2012

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 .5 .5 1 1 2 0 1 2 0

4:00 PM 5 1 10 25 0 35 12 173 8 3 147 1 420
4:15 PM 6 0 8 28 0 35 18 203 5 8 144 3 458
4:30 PM 1 0 10 29 0 45 4 195 4 6 143 2 439
4:45 PM 9 0 4 15 2 24 10 192 9 4 147 3 419
5:00 PM 3 0 7 22 2 35 8 174 3 12 175 5 446
5:15 PM 2 1 5 22 1 27 4 210 5 16 161 1 455
5:30 PM 3 0 8 10 2 15 7 170 22 39 163 3 442
5:45 PM 3 2 11 8 2 23 12 174 15 16 154 2 422

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 32 4 63 159 9 239 75 1491 71 104 1234 20 3501
APPROACH %'s : 32.32% 4.04% 63.64% 39.07% 2.21% 58.72% 4.58% 91.08% 4.34% 7.66% 90.87% 1.47%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 500 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 11 3 31 62 7 100 31 728 45 83 653 11 1765

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.970

CONTROL :

Chicago St

Project ID: CA12_5158_005

City: City of Los Angeles

0.716

Signalized

Marengo StNS/EW Streets: Marengo St

PM

Chicago St

0.911

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

0.9180.703
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EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

 
 
 
Overview 
 
The ability of a roadway to carry traffic is referred to as capacity.  The capacity is 
usually greater between intersections and less at intersections because traffic flows 
continuously between them and only during the green phase at them.  Capacity at 
intersections is best defined in terms of vehicles per lane per hour of green.  If 
capacity is 1600 vehicles per lane per hour of green, and if the green phase is 50 
percent of the cycle and there are three lanes, then the capacity is 1600 times 50 
percent times 3 lanes, or 2400 vehicles per hour for that approach. 
 
The technique used to compare the volume and capacity at an intersection is known 
as Intersection Capacity Utilization.  Intersection Capacity Utilization, usually 
expressed as a percent, is the proportion of an hour required to provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.  
If an intersection is operating at 80 percent of capacity (i.e., an Intersection Capacity 
Utilization of 80 percent), then 20 percent of the signal cycle is not used.  The signal 
could show red on all indications 20 percent of the time and the signal would just 
accommodate approaching traffic. 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization analysis consists of (a) determining the proportion of 
signal time needed to serve each conflicting movement of traffic, (b) summing the 
times for the movements, and (c) comparing the total time required to the total time 
available.  For example, if for north-south traffic the northbound traffic is 1600 
vehicles per hour, the southbound traffic is 1200 vehicles per hour, and the capacity of 
either direction is 3200 vehicles per hour, then the northbound traffic is critical and 
requires 1600/3200 or 50 percent of the signal time.  If for east-west traffic, 30 
percent of the signal time is required, then it can be seen that the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization is 50 plus 30, or 80 percent.  When left turn arrows (left turn 
phasing) exist, they are incorporated into the analysis.  The critical movements are 
usually the heavy left turn movements and the opposing through movements. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization technique is an ideal tool to quantify existing as 
well as future intersection operation. The impact of adding a lane can be quickly 
determined by examining the effect the lane has on the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization. 
 
 



 

 

Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheets That Follow This Discussion 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization worksheet table contains the following 
information: 
 
1. Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2. Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3. For right turn lanes, whether the lane is a free right turn lane, whether it has a 

right turn arrow, and the percent of right turns on red that are assumed. 
 
4. Capacity assumed per lane. 
 
5. Capacity available to serve each movement (number of lanes times capacity per 

lane). 
 
6. Volume to capacity ratio for each movement. 
 
7. Whether the movement's volume to capacity ratio is critical and adds to the 

Intersection Capacity Utilization value. 
 
8. The yellow time or clearance interval assumed. 
 
9. Adjustments for right turn movements. 
 
10. The Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service. 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheet also has two graphics on the same 
page.  These two graphics show the following: 
 
1. Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2. Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3. The approach and exit leg volumes. 
 
4. The two-way leg volumes. 
 
5. An estimate of daily traffic volumes that is fairly close to actual counts and is 

based strictly on the peak hour leg volumes multiplied by a factor. 
 



 

 

6. Percent of daily traffic in peak hours. 
 
7. Percent of peak hour leg volume that is inbound versus outbound. 
 
A more detailed discussion of Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service 
follows. 
 
Level of Service 
 
Level of Service is used to describe the quality of traffic flow.  Levels of Service A to C 
operate quite well.  Level of Service C is typically the standard to which rural roadways 
are designed. 
 
Level of Service D is characterized by fairly restricted traffic flow.  Level of Service D is 
the standard to which urban roadways are typically designed.  Level of Service E is the 
maximum volume a facility can accommodate and will result in possible stoppages of 
momentary duration.  Level of Service F occurs when a facility is overloaded and is 
characterized by stop-and-go traffic with stoppages of long duration. 
 
A description of the various Levels of Service appears at the end of the ICU 
description, along with the relationship between Intersection Capacity Utilization and 
Level of Service. 
 
Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections 
 
Although calculating an Intersection Capacity Utilization value for an unsignalized 
intersection is invalid, the presumption is that a signal can be installed and the 
calculation shows whether the geometrics are capable of accommodating the 
expected volumes with a signal.  A traffic signal becomes warranted before Level of 
Service D is reached for a signalized intersection. 
 
Signal Timing 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation assumes that a signal is properly 
timed.  It is possible to have an Intersection Capacity Utilization well below 100 
percent, yet have severe traffic congestion.  This would occur if one or more 
movements is not getting sufficient green time to satisfy its demand, and excess green 
time exists on other movements.  This is an operational problem that should be 
remedied. 
 
 
 



 

 

Lane Capacity 
 
Capacity is often defined in terms of roadway width; however, standard lanes have 
approximately the same capacity whether they are 11 or 14 feet wide.  Our data 
indicates a typical lane, whether a through lane or a left turn lane, has a capacity of 
approximately 1750 vehicles per hour of green time, with nearly all locations showing 
a capacity greater than 1600 vehicles per hour of green per lane.  Right turn lanes 
have a slightly lower capacity; however 1600 vehicles per hour is a valid capacity 
assumption for right turn lanes. 
 
This finding is published in the August, 1978 issue of Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Journal in the article entitled, "Another Look at Signalized Intersection 
Capacity" by William Kunzman.  A capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour per lane with no 
yellow time penalty, or 1700 vehicles per hour with a 3 or 5 percent yellow time 
penalty is reasonable. 
 
Yellow Time 
 
The yellow time can either be assumed to be completely used and no penalty applied, 
or it can be assumed to be only partially usable.  Total yellow time accounts for 
approximately 10 percent of a signal cycle, and a penalty of 3 to 5 percent is 
reasonable. 
 
During peak hour traffic operation the yellow times are nearly completely used.  If 
there is no left turn phasing, the left turn vehicles completely use the yellow time.  
Even if there is left turn phasing, the through traffic continues to enter the 
intersection on the yellow until just a split second before the red. 
 
Shared Lanes 
 
Shared lanes occur in many locations.  A shared lane is often found at the end of an off 
ramp where the ramp forms an intersection with the cross street.  Often at a diamond 
interchange off ramp, there are three lanes.  In the case of a diamond interchange, the 
middle lane is sometimes shared, and the driver can turn left, go through, or turn right 
from that lane. 
 
If one assumes a three lane off ramp as described above, and if one assumes that each 
lane has 1600 capacity, and if one assumes that there are 1000 left turns per hour, 500 
right turns per hour, and 100 through vehicles per hour, then how should one assume 
that the three lanes operate.  There are three ways that it is done. 
 



 

 

One way is to just assume that all 1600 vehicles (1000 plus 500 plus 100) are served 
simultaneously by three lanes.  When this is done, the capacity is 3 times 1600 or 
4800, and the amount of green time needed to serve the ramp is 1600 vehicles 
divided by 4800 capacity or 33.3 percent.  This assumption effectively assumes perfect 
lane distribution between the three lanes that is not realistic.  It also means a left turn 
can be made from the right lane. 
 
Another way is to equally split the capacity of a shared lane and in this case to assume 
there are 1.33 left turn lanes, 1.33 right turn lanes, and 0.33 through lanes.  With this 
assumption, the critical movement is the left turns and the 1000 left turns are served 
by a capacity of 1.33 times 1600, or 2133.  The volume to capacity ratio of the critical 
move is 1000 divided by 2133 or 46.9 percent. 
 
The first method results in a critical move of 33.3 percent and the second method 
results in a critical move of 46.9 percent.  Neither is very accurate, and the difference 
in the calculated Level of Service will be approximately 1.5 Levels of Service (one Level 
of Service is 10 percent). 
 
The way Kunzman Associates, Inc. does it is to assign fractional lanes in a reasonable 
way.  In this example, it would be assumed that there is 1.1 right turn lanes, 0.2 
through lanes, and 1.7 left turn lanes.  The volume to capacity ratios for each 
movement would be 31.3 percent for the through traffic, 28.4 percent for the right 
turn movement, and 36.8 percent for the left turn movement.  The critical movement 
would be the 36.8 percent for the left turns. 
 
Right Turn on Red 
 
Kunzman Associates, Inc.’s software treats right turn lanes in one of five different 
ways.  Each right turn lane is classified into one of five cases.  The five cases are (1) 
free right turn lane, (2) right turn lane with separate right turn arrow, (3) standard 
right turn lane with no right turns on red allowed, (4) standard right turn lane with a 
certain percentage of right turns on red allowed, and (5) separate right turn arrow and 
a certain percentage of right turns on red allowed. 
 
Free Right Turn Lane 
 
If it is a free right turn lane, then it is given a capacity of one full lane with continuous 
or 100 percent green time.  A Free right turn lane occurs when there is a separate 
approach lane for right turning vehicles, there is a separate departure lane for the 
right turning vehicles after they turn and are exiting the intersection, and the through 
cross street traffic does not interfere with the vehicles after they turn right. 
 



 

 

Separate Right Turn Arrow 
 
If there is a separate right turn arrow, then it is assumed that vehicles are given a 
green indication and can proceed on what is known as the left turn overlap. 
 
The left turn overlap for a northbound right turn is the westbound left turn.  When the 
left turn overlap has a green indication, the right turn lane is also given a green arrow 
indication.  Thus, if there is a northbound right turn arrow, then it can be turned green 
for the period of time that the westbound left turns are proceeding. 
 
If there are more right turns than can be accommodated during the northbound 
through green and the time that the northbound right turn arrow is on, then an 
adjustment is made to the Intersection Capacity Utilization to account for the green 
time that needs to be added to the northbound through green to accommodate the 
northbound right turns. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, No Right Turns on Red 
 
 A standard right turn lane, with no right turn on red assumed, proceeds only when 
there is a green indication displayed for the adjacent through movement.  If additional 
green time is needed above that amount of time, then in the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization calculation a right turn adjustment green time is added above the green 
time that is needed to serve the adjacent through movement. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A standard right turn lane with say 20 percent of the right turns allowed to turn right 
on a red indication is calculated the same as the standard right turn case where there 
is no right turn on red allowed, except that the right turn adjustment is reduced to 
account for the 20 percent of the right turning vehicles that can logically turn right on 
a red light.  The right turns on red are never allowed to exceed the time the overlap 
left turns take plus the unused part of the green cycle that the cross street traffic 
moving from left to right has. 
 
As an example of how 20 percent of the cars are allowed to turn right on a red 
indication, assume that the northbound right turn volume needs 40 percent of the 
signal cycle to be satisfied.  To allow 20 percent of the northbound right turns to turn 
right on red, then during 8 percent of the signal cycle (40 percent of signal cycle times 
20 percent that can turn right on red) right turns on red will be allowed if it is feasible. 
 
For this example, assume that 15 percent of the signal cycle is green for the 
northbound through traffic, and that means that 15 percent of the signal cycle is 



 

 

available to satisfy northbound right turns.  After the northbound through traffic has 
received its green, 25 percent of the signal cycle is still needed to satisfy the 
northbound right turns (40 percent of the signal cycle minus the 15 percent of the 
signal cycle that the northbound through used). 
 
Assume that the westbound left turns require a green time of 6 percent of the signal 
cycle.  This 6 percent of the signal cycle is used by northbound right turns on red.  
After accounting for the northbound right turns that occur on the westbound overlap 
left turn, 19 percent of the signal cycle is still needed for the northbound right turns 
(25 percent of the cycle was needed after the northbound through green time was 
accounted for [see above paragraph], and 6 percent was served during the westbound 
left turn overlap).  Also, at this point 6 percent of the signal cycle has been used for 
northbound right turns on red, and still 2 percent more of the right turns will be 
allowed to occur on the red if there is unused eastbound through green time. 
 
For purpose of this example, assume that the westbound through green is critical, and 
that 15 percent of the signal cycle is unused by eastbound through traffic.  Thus, 2 
percent more of the signal cycle can be used by the northbound right turns on red 
since there is 15 seconds of unused green time being given to the eastbound through 
traffic. 
 
At this point, 8 percent of the signal cycle was available to serve northbound right 
turning vehicles on red, and 15 percent of the signal cycle was available to serve right 
turning vehicles on the northbound through green.  So 23 percent of the signal cycle 
has been available for northbound right turns. 
 
Because 40 percent of the signal cycle is needed to serve northbound right turns, 
there is still a need for 17 percent more of the signal cycle to be available for 
northbound right turns.  What this means is the northbound through traffic green 
time is increased by 17 percent of the cycle length to serve the unserved right turn 
volume, and a 17 percent adjustment is added to the Intersection Capacity Utilization 
to account for the northbound right turns that were not served on the northbound 
through green time or when right turns on red were assumed. 
 
Separate Right Turn Arrow, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A right turn lane with a separate right turn arrow, plus a certain percentage of right 
turns allowed on red is calculated the same way as a standard right turn lane with a 
certain percentage of right turns allowed on red, except the turns which occur on the 
right turn arrow are not counted as part of the percentage of right turns that occur on 
red. 
 



 

 

Critical Lane Method 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization parallels another calculation procedure known as the 
Critical Lane Method with one exception.  Critical Lane Method dimensions capacity in 
terms of standardized vehicles per hour per lane.  A Critical Lane Method result of 800 
vehicles per hour means that the intersection operates as though 800 vehicles were 
using a single lane continuously.  If one assumes a lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per 
hour, then a Critical Lane Method calculation resulting in 800 vehicles per hour is the 
same as an Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation of 50 percent since 800/1600 
is 50 percent.  It is our opinion that the Critical Lane Method is inferior to the 
Intersection Capacity Utilization method simply because a statement such as "The 
Critical Lane Method value is 800 vehicles per hour" means little to most persons, 
whereas a statement such as "The Intersection Capacity Utilization is 50 percent" 
communicates clearly.  Critical Lane Method results directly correspond to 
Intersection Capacity Utilization results.  The correspondence is as follows, assuming a 
lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour and no clearance interval. 
 

Critical Lane Method Result Intersection Capacity 
Utilization Result  

 
  800 vehicles per hour      50 percent 
 
  960 vehicles per hour     60 percent 
  
1120 vehicles per hour     70 percent 
 
1280 vehicles per hour     80 percent 
 
1440 vehicles per hour     90 percent 
 
1600 vehicles per hour     100 percent 
  
1760 vehicles per hour     110 percent 

 



 

  

INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 
 

Level of  
Service 

 
Description 

Volume to  
Capacity Ratio 

 
A 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 

F 

 
Level of Service A occurs when progression is extremely 
favorable and vehicles arrive during the green phase.  Most 
vehicles do not stop at all.  Short cycle lengths may also 
contribute to low delay. 
 
Level of Service B generally occurs with good progression 
and/or short cycle lengths.  More vehicles stop than for Level 
of Service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 
 
Level of Service C generally results when there is fair 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear in this level.  The number of 
vehicles stopping is significant at this level, although many 
still pass through the intersection without stopping. 
 
Level of Service D generally results in noticeable congestion.  
Longer delays may result from some combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high volume 
to capacity ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are 
noticeable. 
 
Level of Service E is considered to be the limit of acceptable 
delay.  These high delay values generally indicate poor 
progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume to capacity 
ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
 
Level of Service F is considered to be unacceptable to most 
drivers.  This condition often occurs when oversaturation, i.e., 
when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the 
intersection.  It may also occur at high volume to capacity 
ratios below 1.00 with many individual cycle failures.  Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also be major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 
 

 
0.600 and below 

 
 
 
 

0.601 to 0.700 
 
 
 

0.701 to 0.800 
 
 
 
 
 

0.801 to 0.900 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.901 to 1.000 
 
 
 
 

1.001 and up 

 

 

 

 

1 Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National 
Research Council Washington D.C., 2000. 
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